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INTRODUCTION 
The manner in which women express and experience their anger has been 
a topic of interest for decades. In the popular press, women have been instructed 
to express their anger in a variety of ways: ignore it, appropriately manage it, 
protect their husbands from it, and/or voice it (Cancian & Gordon, 1988). More 
recently, the study of women and anger has been undertaken by professional 
researchers and theoreticians (e.g., Lemer, 1985; Kopper & Epperson, 1991; 
Biaggio, 1989; Thomas, 1989). These and other authors have hypothesized that 
women's expression and experience of anger is affected in significant ways by 
cultural mores regarding anger. For instance, traditional socialization and taboos 
against women expressing anger have led to a culture where women are rewarded 
for hiding their anger, or for expressing it indirectly. However, current theoretical 
work indicates that suppression or indirect expression of anger may lead to a 
variety of mental health problems such as depression, guilt, and unhealthy 
relationships. 
Little research has been done to test these hypotheses. In fact, when 
Lerner began her research for The Dance of Anaer (1985), she was surprised to 
find little on the topic in the Menninger Clinic library, leading her to conclude that 
women's anger is a somewhat taboo topic. Lerner's Dance of Anaer is well known 
in many clinical settings, but the empirical relationships have just begun to be 
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tested. 
The small amount of existing empirical literature is also somewhat 
contradictory. Gender differences, sex-role differences, depression, etc., can all be 
found as correlates to women's anger in the literature-and lack of support 
for these factors can be just as easily found. It will be important for a line of 
research to be developed that will examine similar variables across populations 
and time. In this way, systematic research questions can be investigated and 
hopefully begin to be answered. 
This research attempted to replicate and extend the work of Kopper and 
Epperson (1991) on women and anger. Specifically, this study Investigated 
women's experience and expression of anger, as well as the relationships between 
aspects of anger and feminist identity, gender, and sex-role classification. Also, 
correlations of anger with various indices of mental health were examined. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This study focused on several components of anger: mode of expression (or 
suppression), situational and trait-related anger, control of anger, proneness to 
anger, and anger intensity. These anger variables were first investigated as they 
relate to aspects of mental health, such as depression, dependency, resentment, 
and guilt. Secondly, relationships between anger variables and gender, sex role, 
and level of feminist identity were examined. Relevant literature is highlighted in 
the following review to provide a context for this research. This review will cover 
the following content areas: the psychology of women, sex and gender roles, 
feminist identity, and women and anger. 
The Psychology of Women 
The psychology of women is an important starting point for examining the 
connections between and among anger, gender roles, and developmental identity 
issues. More specifically, the psychology of gender, or the study of the effects of 
being a woman in a gendered society, will lend insight into Individuals' anger 
experience and expression. 
No discussion of the psychology of women is complete without mention of 
the impact of the work of Sigmund Freud. Although Freud's writings seem 
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incredibly misogynist today, it is important to remember that in many ways Freud 
was the originator of the psychology of women movement. Freud pioneered the 
idea that women might have a different psychology than men. In addition, Freud 
gave feminist psychologists a multitude of material against which to react-sparking 
new theories and further study. 
Embracing traditional Freudian theory often necessitates the adoption of a 
view of women as pathological, secondary, and as "other" than the norm (de 
Beauvoir, 1953). For instance, Freud described normal female sexuality as 
featuring incestuous rape fantasies (1919), a tendency to be dependent and 
submissive (1905), initial fixation of the "incorrect" sexual organ and love object 
(1931), and the constant self-punishment of the castration complex (1925). With 
assertions such as "Neurosis always has a feminine character" (In E. Freud, 1960, 
p. 203) and "Shame, which is considered a feminine characteristic par 
excellence...It seems that women have made few contributions to the discoveries 
and inventions in the history of civilization..." (1933, p. 119), Freud placed himself 
firmly in the misogynist hall of fame. 
However, in his later years, Freud did begin to consider the environmental 
influences of human behavior. His last work, published posthumously, indicates a 
recognition of sex as a fact of biology, but the mental experience of one's sex as a 
psychological phenomenon (1938). In other words, it is the psychological 
significance of an individual's biological sex and the reactions of significant others 
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in the environment that are the important factors. This shift in attitude leaves room 
for many types of social, cultural, and biological factors as influences on individual 
destiny. Although Freud's early, more deterministic work is his best known and 
has had the greatest impact, this last paper echoes the thoughts of many 
neo-Freudians as well as current feminist theorists. 
Karen Homey was one such neo-Freudian who agreed with many of Freud's 
view on dynamics and neuroses, but had a different view regarding the nature of 
women. Homey advocated looking at the big picture when attempting to describe 
human behavior, and she emphasized the importance of considering sociocultural 
influences. For instance. Homey (1939) acknowledged that women are often 
dependent and submissive, especially in sexual relations. However, Horney's 
explanation for this phenomena revolved around sex roles and mores, not an 
innate predisposition activated by the lack of a penis. Another argument of 
Horney's against Freud's positions regards the "rock and a hard place" situation in 
which many of his theories place women. According to Freud, women are 
"naturally" submissive, which renders them ineffective and less than men (1905). 
However, in the same literary breath, Freud condemned women who adopted 
"masculine" ways of being. Homey pointed out that the double-bind of Freud's 
theories and societal mores in general act to render women dependent, not 
women's inherent nature (1939). Also relevant are Horney's opinions on female 
masochism. Considered essentially feminine by Freud (1933), masochism was 
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viewed by Homey as a culture-bound means of handling guilty feelings. She 
asserted; 
...Of course in attempting to atone by suffering the masochistic 
person follows a cultural pattern...In our culture there is the 
Christian belief in suffering as a means of atonement; there is the 
criminal law inflicting suffering as a punishment for offenses... 
The masochistic person makes use of such patterns because 
they fit into his [or her social] structure. (1937, p. 269) 
Adier also disagreed with Freud's portrait of women's identity. Similar to 
Homey, AdIer asserted that women feel inferior because they are culturally 
unden^alued (AdIer, 1964). In a culture that accords superiority to masculinity, 
resulting in the endowment of rights, privileges, and status to men, women 
naturally feel inferior. Given the cultural milieu, women often have no choice but to 
act "as if" they are inferior, which can lead to a genuine Adierian inferiority complex 
(e.g., AdIer, 1931). 
Much of the subsequent work has been, directly or indirectly, a reaction to 
Freud's original theses. Current psychodynamic theorists view Freudian theory 
with a mixture of criticism and gratitude. Freud did pioneer the field, and gave later 
theorists a wealth of material against which to react. In addition, much of Freud's 
work that did not directly address the (negative) nature of women has lent much to 
the clinical arm of psychology. Presently, one finds feminist psychodynamic 
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theorists attempting to salvage what Is useful In Freudian theory without endorsing 
the misogyny. Several of these theorists will be discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 
One important line of thought has been the "woman-as-other" phenomenon. 
Originally touched on in Horney's reconceptuallzatlon of Freud's neurosis, 
woman-as-other has become the hallmark for many theorists' explanations of 
woman's position in society. Freud, in E. Freud (1960), stated "...Neurosis always 
has a feminine character...whatever is of repression is of a feminine character" (p. 
203). Homey, however, defined neurosis as "not normal," as defined by culture 
and custom (1937). Examining Freud's views from Horney's vantage point yields 
an interesting insight: For Freud, woman was not normal-she was "other," 
secondary to the male. Therefore, given Freud's Victorian opinion, his labeling of 
neurosis as essentially female makes sense. However, this was a conception that 
was not left behind with the Victorian era. 
Simone de Beauvolr's landmark volume. The Second Sex (1953), was one 
of the first books of the recent past to speak to the woman-as-other phenomenon. 
She obsen/ed that when the genders are placed in a hierarchy (and they usually 
are), women are inevitably in second place. Women, then, are considered as not 
the average person, or simply the "other." And, In a hierarchical world,"other" is 
always lesser than the norm or what is considered average, in 1976, this view 
was strikingly Illustrated by Chester in her study of women in mental asylums. 
8 
Although many of the institutionalized women were judged by Chesler to be simply 
unhappy, she observed that "women's problems" (wanting to leave unhappy 
marriages, difficulties with unruly children) were considered outside the realm of 
normal human experience, and were therefore considered pathological. In 
Chester's view, not only were women "other," but truly deviant simply by virtue of 
being women. The mental institution became a recapitulation of woman's role in 
society. 
Jean Baker Miller, in her Toward a New Psvcholoav of Women (1976), also 
emphasized woman's otherness in society. She defined women as a subordinate 
group, with their roles determined by the dominant group (men, particularly 
wealthy, Euro-American men). Miller outlined the trend by which undervalued 
tasks are assigned to undervalued people. Usually such undervalued tasks involve 
bodily comforts, such as nursing or child care-traditionally women's work in most 
societies. Yet such tasks require traditionally feminine characteristics such as 
creativity, cooperation, and emotionality. Women are therefore once again 
placed in the double-bind to which Homey alluded: As unden^alued people, 
women are assigned undervalued tasks; however, as some women have begun to 
excel at these tasks, society has undervalued the skills and qualities needed to 
perform the tasks. Even when executing expected tasks well, women are still 
"other." For instance, women are often portrayed as the non-active or passive 
gender. Yet, when one examines women's work, particularly factoring in the 
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undervalued tasks mentioned previously, it is clear that women are always working. 
Miller (1976) echoed Homey when she scoffed at the labeling of attachment needs 
as "neurotic." In fact, she countered, self-actualization can be attained through 
cooperation and authenticity rather than by following a more traditional 
separation-individuation model. 
The traditional female role of mother or care giver is in a large part 
responsible for women's exclusion in society, according to several theorists. 
Dinnerstein (1990) agreed that women are seen as less than human, constricted 
by their sociocultural role. The primary female role of mother keeps women as 
somehow separate from the rest of humanity. Mothers are often seen as threats to 
individualism, and, argued Dinnerstein, as long as women are viewed primarily for 
their child-related capacities, women will be seen as threats to adulthood. This 
threat embodied by women being seen primarily as mothers ensures that women 
will be kept in a restricted role, in order to reduce the threat. Chodorow's 1978 
examination of mothering also emphasized the social and psychological 
construction of gender roles. Arguing that biological reproduction can be separated 
from child care, Chodorow turned her analysis on why, in almost all societies, it is 
women who assume primary child care. Chodorow observed, "Women's 
mothering,..creates specific personality characteristics in men that reproduce both 
an ideology and psychodynamic of male superiority and submission to the 
requirements of production. It prepares men for participation in a male-dominant 
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family and society..." (pp. 180-181). Similar to Dinnerstein, Chodorow believed that 
change in society's view of women will occur only when child care becomes a joint 
effort that both women and men undertake. 
The recurring theme of women as other has challenged some theorists to 
look at the differences between women and men in a new, more positive light. As 
eloquently described her book title, In A Different Voice. Carol Gilligan's research 
(1982) found a difference in women's solutions to moral reasoning problems. A 
student of Lawrence Kohlberg, Gilligan challenged his linear model of moral 
development. Kohlberg's model (e.g., 1984, 1981, 1971) posits six stages of 
moral development: One moves through them in a monotonic fashion, and the 
higher one gets in the stages, the more "moral" one is. Kohlberg's Stages 3 and 4 
are grouped under the Level Il-Conventional Morality heading. People with 
conventional moral reasoning are interested in justice in terms of interpersonal 
relationships and the maintenance of social systems (Kohlberg, 1984). Gilligan 
(1982) has described Level II as a morality of care for others and has asserted that 
most women score at either Stage 3 or Stage 4. However, men score "higher" 
than women on the average, in the stages concerned with personal philosophical 
guiding principles rather than concern for others. Does this make women less 
moral? Gilligan responds by describing a different (neither better nor worse) 
morality, found mostly in women and/or individuals from community-oriented 
cultures. (It is important to note that not all moral reasoning research using 
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Kohlberg's model has found gender differences, e.g., Pratt, Golding, Hunter, 1984; 
Walker, 1984). 
Gilligan echoes Miller (her sometimes colleague) by redefining 
connectedness and the ability to create and maintain connection as a strength, 
rather than a psychological weakness. [Note: Most of the psychological language 
concerning connectedness does have a negative tone, e.g., enmeshment, 
undifferentiation, codependence (Enns, 1991).] Although the ideal is some balance 
of self and other-care, Gilligan does a great service to women in legitimizing what 
many women already spend much time doing. 
Heavily influenced by the work of Gilligan and others, the Stone Center at 
Wellesley College began formulating a theory of women's development, later 
named the "self-in-relation" model (Jordan et al., 1991). One of the most exciting 
components of the Stone Center work is its structure: Colloquia are held and 
papers published "in progress"-a clear indication that attainment of knowledge is a 
process that is never finished. The self-in-relation model asserts that not everyone 
develops in the traditional move from total dependence to total independence. 
Rather, development may occur within the context of the relationships, and it is the 
growth within relationships that is sometimes the most striking (Surrey, 1984). 
Similar to Gilligan's model of moral development, the self-in-relation model may be 
particularly salient for women and others for whom personal connection is 
paraniount. 
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A psychology of women has been described which has at tinnes both 
devalued and striven to understand women's unique position in society. An 
important component of this duality of treatment may be related to gender roles, 
the next topic to be examined. 
Sex and Gender Roles 
Sets of behavioral expectations based only on individuals' biological sex, or 
sex roles, pervades the functioning of all humans. Although differences in behavior 
were initially attributed to anatomical destiny (e.g., Freud, 1933), recent attention 
regarding the differential behavior of women and men has turned to social factors. 
In this vein, three theoretical explanations are of note; social learning theory (e.g., 
Bandura, 1986), cognitive developmental theory (Kohlberg, 1966), and gender 
schema theory (Bem, 1983). 
Social learning theory emphasizes the rewards that children receive for 
sex-appropriate and sex-inappropriate behaviors, as well as the vicarious learning 
that observation and modeling can provide (e.g., Bandura, 1986; Mischel, 1970). 
The source of sex role behavior is located in the sex-differentiated practices of the 
community in which the individual lives. However, the social learning model lacks 
a component which considers the child (or adult) as an active participant in the 
process, constructing and organizing the world in her or his own unique way. 
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Unlike social learning theory, cognitive-developmental theory emphasizes 
the role of the individual in her or his ovm socialization process. The child's need 
to comprehend the difference between self and other results in self-categorization 
as male or female, which in turn motivates a valuing of that which is considered 
similar or pertaining to self. In order to maintain this positive sense of self, the 
child must continue to act within the realm of her or his constructed gender identity 
(Kohlberg, 1966). Although this is an elegant explanation, and has been used to 
support the hypothesis that children will exhibit sex-typed behavior without external 
pressure to do so, it too has its flaws. Most glaring is the inability to explicate why 
gender, and not other areas of self-categorization (e.g., eye color, height, religion) 
holds such influence over the behavior of children and adults (Bern, 1983). 
Therefore, it seems that sex differences are not simply naturally occurring, but 
have an additional, environmental component. 
Gender schema theory (Bem, 1981a) borrows pieces from both social 
learning and cognitive-developmental theory. Gender schema theory assumes that 
sex typing derives from an innate readiness within the child to organize information 
about the self into categories-most notably, in this case, into male and female. 
However, the corresponding values and emphases associated with gender come 
from the sex-differentiated practices of the social community. Importantly, gender 
schema theory assumes the sex typing is a learned phenomenon, and is therefore 
neither unchangeable nor innate (Bem, 1983). For those who decry current 
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sex-typed behavior, Bern offered hope for change in the future. However, she 
noted the pervasiveness of sex-typed behavior and the consideration of gender as 
a bipolar dichotomy, even as the society becomes more aware of the negative 
effects of sex stereotyping. For example, Bem (1983) offered the common practice 
in elementary schools of lining up boys and girls separately or alternately. A 
teacher lining his or her African-American and Euro-American students in separate 
lines would be declared racist, yet exaggerating gender distinctions is perfectly 
acceptable in U.S. society (p. 609). 
The consideration of a theory which incorporated both innate tendencies and 
social influences shed light on the need for a paradigm of gender-related behavior 
that was more complicated than the dichotomous, bipolar model. Bem (1974) and 
others (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975) began work on a reconceptualization of 
femininity and masculinity as orthogonal factors, instead of opposite ends of a 
bipolar dimension. This new concept was labeled androavnv: 
...A term that denotes the integration of femininity and masculinity 
within a single individual. The concept of psychological androgyny 
implies that it is possible for an individual to be both compassionate 
and assertive, both expressive and instrumental, both feminine and 
masculine, depending on the situational appropriateness of these 
various modalities. (Bem, 1981b, p.4) 
Using the androgyny framework, gender-related issues can be 
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conceptualized into four categories: feminine, masculine, androgynous, and 
undifferentiated. (It is important to note that Bern's terms, masculine and feminine, 
do not correspond to an absolute definition of what masculinity and femininity are 
or should be. Rather, they refer to behaviors, attitudes, etc., that have been 
traditionally thought of as masculine or feminine.) After taking the Bem Sex-Role 
Inventory (BSRI; see Method section), individuals are categorized as follows: 
Scores high on the femininity scale and low on the masculinity scale correspond to 
a feminine ranking. Conversely, high masculinity scores and low femininity scores 
are rated as masculine. High scores on both scales is considered a hallmark of 
androgyny, and low scores on both scales is classified as undifferentiated (Bem, 
1981b). 
The concept of androgyny is one response to the research and clinical 
findings that masculine and not feminine qualities are associated with good mental 
health (e.g., Kaplan, 1983; Broverman, Broverman, Clarksohn, Rosenkrantz, & 
Vogel, 1970). Rather, Bem (1974, 1975, 1981a) argued that "a nonandrogynous 
sex role can seriously restrict the range of behaviors available to an individual as 
he or she moves from situation to situation" (1975, p. 634). Individuals who are 
traditionally sex-typed are compelled to keep their behavior consistent within the 
constraints of the sex role, choosing behaviors that enhance the sex-typed image 
and avoiding those that denigrate it. Conversely, the androgynous individual is 
less concerned with upholding a traditional, potentially constraining image, and 
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therefore has greater freedom in her or his response to the world. According to 
Bern, it is this flexibility of behavior that is more likely to be the hallmark of good 
mental health. 
Empirical evidence regarding gender schema theory, sex roles, and the 
BSRI has been contradictory. Gender-schema theory has been criticized as 
reflecting solely White, middle-class, North American ideals (Morgan & Ayim, 
1984). Similarly, a study using Saudi Arabian participants who took the BSRI 
revealed a confound related to level of exposure to Western culture (Al-Qataee, 
1984). However, the intuitive sense that there is a set of behaviors societally 
dictated on the basis of gender has kept many researchers, practitioners, and 
theoreticians studying sex roles and gender schema theory. 
Psychological androgyny is probably the most contested component of 
gender schema theory. The existence of such a creature as "androgyny," the 
manner in which it should be assessed, and Bem's (1981a) assertion that 
androgynous people are the most psychologically healthy have all been hotly 
debated. Lubinski, Tellegen, and Butcher (1981), while finding indicators or 
subjective well-being in the Bem scales, found no support for the distinct concept 
of androgyny in a sample of BSRI data. However, Larsen and Seidman (1986) did 
find support for gender schema theory in a group of sex-typed college students 
whose BSRI and other data loaded onto two bipolar factors corresponding to 
femininity and masculinity. 
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Others (Ruch, 1984; Bernard, 1984; Windle & Sinnott, 1985, etc.) have 
indicated that the two-factor (femininity / masculinity) model is not adequate for 
assessing such a complicated construct as sex-role identity, and have advocated 
looking at androgyny as a continuous variable (Strahan, 1975, 1981, 1984). 
However, to put matters in historical context, it is important to note that bipolar 
masculinity-femininity scales flourished in the field of psychology long before the 
BSRI was developed: For example, consider the Terman and Miles (1936) M-F 
Test, the MF scale of the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (Campbell, 1966, 1969), 
and the MMPI Mf scale (Hathaway & McKinley, 1943). 
The psychological health hypothesis is perhaps the most provocative 
assertion in gender schema theory. Those with traditional sex roles have been 
found to score higher in measures of intemal and external sexism (Faulkender, 
1985), handle conflict less well (Yelsma & Brown, 1985), and have been deemed 
more psychologically rigid (Sahoo, Rout, & Rout, 1985) than androgynous 
individuals. Indeed, androgynous therapists seem to facilitate higher quality 
counseling relationships (P'^try & Randy, 1986). However, other research studies 
have associated psychological well being with a masculine sex role (Carlson & 
Steuer, 1985; Adams & Sterer, 1985). A 1983 study by Lee and Scheurer found 
only limited support for the psychological health hypothesis. Women who had a 
balance of feminine and masculine traits indicated better psychological health than 
those with a clear feminine or masculine role, although for male participants, a 
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predominance of masculine traits was associated with psychological health. 
Clearly, the effects of psychological androgyny, as measured by the BSRI, are not 
yet conclusive. 
Another criticism leveled at the BSRI is that it does not measure "femininity" 
and "masculinity," but rather "expressiveness" and "instrumentality." Factor 
analyses have associated high femininity scores with empathy, nurturance, and 
interpersonal sensitivity, and have associated high masculinity scores with 
assertiveness, dominance, and autonomy (Ruch, 1984; Wilson & Cook, 1984). 
Although some consider this a serious drawback of the BSRI, other researchers 
have merely considered the instrument a measure of expressiveness and 
instrumentality, and have used the BSRI accordingly (e.g., Grimm & Yarnold, 1985; 
Phye & Sola, 1984; Payne & Futterman, 1983). It is not clear whether this a 
conceptual or merely semantic distinction. 
Despite the previously cited reservations regarding Bem's work, a review by 
Lippa (1985) labeled the BSRI the "most utilized of all 'androgyny' scales" (p. 137). 
Consequently, there is a wealth of research using the BSRI. Sex roles have been 
hailed as more predictive than gender for topics ranging from depression 
(Welkowitz, Lish, & Bond, 1985) to emotional expressiveness (Ganong & Coleman, 
1985) to argumentativeness (Rancer & Dierks, 1985). The masculine sex role has 
even been associated with higher testosterone levels in women and men (Baucom, 
Besch, & Callahan, 1985). A 1987 review of the literature noted the complexity of 
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sex-role related behavior, and urged researchers and clinicians to be aware of the 
Impact of situational factors, individual differences, and level of sex role 
endorsement on both counseling process and research findings (Cook, 1987). 
An important distinction regarding the future of sex roles and the BSRI was 
indicated by Pedersen and Bond (1985). These researchers compared a current 
college sample with Bem's (1974) sample, and found a significant increase in 
androgynous classifications in the more recent sample. As the BSRI continues to 
come under fire, this remains a finding of consequence. For, as Bem herself noted 
in a 1979 paper: 
...to the extent that the androgynous message is absorbed by the 
culture, the concepts of femininity and masculinity will cease to 
have...content and the distinctions to which they refer will blur into 
invisibility. Thus, when androgyny becomes a reality, the concept of 
androgyny will have been transcended, (p. 1053) 
Sex roles and other behavioral constraints based on a person's gender can 
seriously affect how women function in their daily lives. Another such influential 
factor may be the level of feminist identity each woman espouses. This newly 
considered facet of female identity will be examined next. 
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Feminist Identity 
The second wave of feminist activism, begun in the 1960s, instigated a 
variety of social, political, and personal changes. Attention to such issues as 
women's health, sexual harassment, quality child care, and the power differentials 
in personal and professional relationships is largely due to the feminist movement. 
However, feminism has not been widely studied in the academic realm. Although 
advocates of women's studies and the psychology of women offer new models of 
psychotherapy and scholarly critique from a feminist standpoint, the direct effect of 
an individual's espousal of feminist ideals (or lack thereof) has rarely been 
examined until recently. 
Women's general sense of identity has been studied by a variety of authors. 
Erikson (1969) discusses woman's "inner space" -"-jrHere one thinks not only of 
pregnancy and childhood, but also of lactation and all the richly convex parts of the 
female anatomy which suggest fullness, warmth, and generosity"- as integral to 
women's sense of identity (p. 267). This conclusion was based on Erikson's 
personal observation of children, who seemed to show sex differences in how they 
utilized physical space while constructing a scenario with toys. Girls' play 
emphasized interiors, enclosures, and peacefulness, whereas boys constructed 
"protrusions" and used active movement (p. 271). Erikson considered social 
explanations for this gender difference, but concluded that it reflected a 
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"predisposition and predilection" that "these modes [of play] come naturally" (p. 
273). Thus, in Erikson's view, "women have found their identities in the care 
suggested in their bodies...and seem to have taken it for granted that the outer 
world space belongs to the men" (p. 274). Although Erikson stated his rejection of 
traditional psychoanalytic theory on the basis of its pathological focus, he too 
endorsed a biology-as-destiny approach to feminine identity. 
Josselson's (1988) Finding Herself examined the various ways women 
attempt their quest for personal identity. Using Marcia's (1966) conceptualization 
of Erikson's identity formation theory (1956, 1968), Josselson identified four groups 
of women at various stages of identity development: 1) Identity Foreclosure, which 
describes individuals who have followed parental expectations or childhood plans 
without subjecting them to scrutiny: 2) Identity Achievement, which refers to 
individuals who have tested their possibilities and chosen their own life path; 3) 
Moratorium, which describes individuals who are actively in an exploration or crisis 
stage; and 4) Identity Diffusion, in which individuals experience neither a crisis nor 
a personal commitment. 
Josselson (1988) looked at the impact that these stages of identity 
development might have on women's psychological health, life choices, and sense 
of identity. (The women were initially interviewed in college, and then 
re-interviewed ten to twelve years later.) Her research identified several 
contradictions regarding men's and women's identity development as traditionally 
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theorized. For instance, Foreclosure, a stage which has been considered "low" in 
level of ego identity and therefore maladaptive for men, shows just the opposite 
pattern for women. In general. Foreclosure women showed low anxiety, resistance 
to conformity, and tough-mindedness. Women who were classified as at the 
Identity Achievement stage, the group hypothesized to be "furthest along" in terms 
of ego development, did not differ significantly on objective measures from women 
at the Foreclosure stage. In addition, those women considered in crisis, the 
Moratoriums, did not exhibit the positive, adaptive characteristics that male 
IVIoratoriums had shown in past research (e.g., Marcia, 1980). Instead, female 
Moratoriums tended to show higher levels of anxiety and lower levels of 
self-esteem than any other group. The remaining group of women, although 
classified as at the Identity Diffusion stage, was too heterogeneous in situation, 
pathology, and personal experience to be analyzed as a group (Josselson, 1988). 
Clearly, Marcia's (1966) traditional conception of identity did not fit for the women 
in Josselson's study. A new model was needed. 
A feminist concept of women's identity is a relatively new phenomenon. 
Although Homey (e.g., 1933, 1939) alluded to altemative, non-sexist 
representations of female identity, it was not until the 1970s that feminist models of 
female identity emerged. Chodorow's landmark volume (1978) examined the 
phenomena of mothering as a major determinant of women's identity. She argued 
that, for women, the process of gender identification and the subsequent learning 
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of gender roles consists of "the gradual learning of a way of being familiar with 
everyday life" (p. 176). In other words, girls can develop their feminine 
identification merely by observing their mothers, teachers, and female relatives-all 
whom are likely to be present more often than male counterparts. Boys then must 
develop their gender identity outside of the close relationship with the mother. 
However, although these close relationships make gender identification less 
stressful for girls, they also insure that primary female role models are mother 
figures, hence the "reproduction of mothering" as women's primary role. Boys, 
who form their gender identity with the assistance of more non-parental figures, 
consequently tend to have less parental qualities as an integral part of their gender 
identities. Until mothering becomes a non-gender-related task, argues Chodorow, 
women's identity development will continue to be influenced by the inequalities of 
the mother-father dynamic (Chodorow, 1978). 
Gilligan (1982) and her colleagues at the Stone Center (1991) have also 
examined women's sense of identity. Gilligan challenged traditional models of 
identity development that focused on the separation from others as a marker for 
individuality. Her emphasis on connectedness highlighted the importance of 
relationships to women's sense of self. For many of Gilligan's interviewees, the 
rise of the women's movement in the 1970s legitimized their desires to care for and 
respect both themselves and others; "Responsibility now included both self and 
other...this cognizance of interdependence, rather than a concern with reciprocity, 
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informs lier belief tliat ^we all do to some extent have responsibilities to look out for 
each other"" (p. 147). The idea of women as being essentially connected, 
particularly to other women, is echoed in much of the work from the Stone Center 
at Wellesley College. For instance, Stiver (1991) noted the inadequacies of 
traditional Oedipal theory as applied to women's development, and offered a 
relational model that encompasses both the conflicts and strong connections of 
mother-daughter relationships. Similarly, Kaplan, Klein, and Gleason (1991) 
suggested that late-adolescent female development can be conceptualized as a 
time of conflict, which changes but does not necessarily weaken the relational bond 
between parent and daughter. 
Although Gilligan's theoretical approach is intuitively appealing, it is 
important to note that her research has been somewhat controversial. The most 
serious criticism of her 1982 book is that in describing gender differences in moral 
development, she set up a straw person-many studies using Kohlberg's stages 
show no gender differences. Comprehensive literature reviews (Walker, 1984; 
Walker & de Vries, 1985) have not indicated a trend for males to score higher than 
females on Kohlberg's scales. Rest (1986) has provided a scathing indictment of 
Gilligan's methodology, theory, and knowledge of the literature. Research with 
both adolescents and adults has often failed to show gender differences. Although 
research has shown some sex differences that related to Gilligan's theory, such as 
in empathy and altruism (e.g., Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983), a clear difference in 
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moral development and/or reasoning has not been proven. 
Given that connectedness with other women seems particularly important in 
women's identity development, the degree to which women espouse feminist ideals 
may lend insight into broader identity issues. Drawing from early models of 
African-American identity development (e.g., Cross, 1978; Helms, 1984), Downing 
and Roush (1984) proposed a five-stage model of feminist identity development. 
Parallel to the Cross (1978) model, the Downing and Roush model highlights the 
conflict for women between absorbing cultural messages about the role of women 
and valuing themselves as worthwhile individuals. Stage I: Passive Acceptance 
describes women who deny the existence of sexism, value men more than women, 
and embrace traditional sex roles. Stage II; Revelation is characterized by a series 
of crises, resulting in a questioning of self and roles. Women in this stage often 
experience feelings of guilt and anger, and engage in dualistic thinking, for 
example, 'all men are sexist." Stage III: Embeddedness-Emanation describes 
women who are increasing their connectedness with other women, who assist in 
affirming and strengthening the emerging feminist identity. Towards the end of this 
stage, more relativistic thinking is evident, although interactions with men may 
remain cautious. Stage IV: Synthesis describes women who are rapidly 
developing an appreciation of the positive aspects of being a woman, as well as 
transcending traditional gender roles. These women have also begun to evaluate 
men on an individual basis. The last stage of the model, Active Commitment, is 
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characterized by an authentic commitment to social change, and the consideration 
of men as equal to but not the same as women. This model offers an exciting way 
to empirically look at the effects of feminist identity on women's life functioning. 
A social climate has been described which frequently labels women as less 
than the norm, deviant, pathological, other. Although early theorists such as Freud 
initially seemed to create these descriptions on their own, more recent theorists 
agree that women are often thought of in ways quite similar to those found in 
Freud's theories. In other words, women do seem to have some ways of being 
that are different than men, regardless of the origin of and value placed on the 
differences. A natural reaction to the denigration inherent in some of the 
hypotheses would be, perhaps, anger directed toward the individuals and 
institutions that perpetuate the prejudices. However, women have been given 
mixed messages regarding the appropriate expression and even experience of 
their own anger. The complicated issue of women's anger will be the focus of the 
following section. 
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Women and Anger 
As alluded to in the previous section, the potential sources of women's 
anger are numerous, including: powerlessness, feminine stereotypes, economic 
dependency, discrimination, and the general cultural devaluation of women (Collier, 
1982), as well as the more general resentment often felt by minority populations 
(Gaylin, 1984). Collier (1982) asserted that although women have good reason 
often times to be angry, society teaches women not to express their anger, or even 
in some cases not to feel it. Therefore, having been taught to hide or suppress 
their anger, many women find anger unacceptable: 
It is easier to rationalize that the anger is not justified, is unimportant, 
won't do anything but harm, will not make a difference, and will stop 
all future nurturing. It is easier to ignore it, hold it inside, bury it, 
relieve it through scrubbing the floor, or condemn oneself, (p. 62) 
However, such an approach can have severe personal consequences; 
...Women [may]...express and diffuse their anger by experiencing 
it as a form of emotional illness, by translating it into hysteria, 
frigidity, chronic depression, phobias, and the like.... (Chesler, 1971, 
p. 373) 
Another potential result of women's inwardly tumed anger is the 
development of eating disorders such as bulimia nen^osa and anorexia nervosa. 
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Katzman, Weiss, and Wlochik (1986) designed a successful treatment program for 
eating disorders in which teaching women to express their feelings was an 
important component. The authors note the many expressions in the English 
language that relate anger expression (and suppression) with eating behavior. For 
instance, one frequently hears people talking about "swallowing" their feelings or 
feeling "fed up." "I can't digest this," "he makes me puke," "I ended up eating my 
words," "swallowing my pride," and other expressions crop up when people, 
particularly women, discuss their anger (p. 147). The authors report that frequently 
women overeat when they feel under stress and unable to say "no" to the 
demands of others. 
The effects of social and cultural expectations seem to influence anger 
expression on a cross-cultural level. For instance, there is a widely-held Korean 
popular belief that suppressing anger is the cause of a variety of somatic problems. 
This anger suppression is referred to as Hwabyung. A sample of elderly Korean 
immigrant women in the United States was interviewed to explore this topic (Pang, 
1990). All of the women were able to identify physical symptoms such as cardiac, 
respiratory, and neurosensory problems that they had experienced as a result of 
Hwabyung, but also reported that upholding the traditional virtues of obedience and 
submission were worth the discomfort. Keh-Ming Lin, a Chinese-American 
psychiatrist who has had several patients complain of Hwabyung, called it "a 
culturally constructed illness category specific to Koreans" (1983, p. 107). He 
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noted that his patients who had Hwabyung had experienced suppressed anger of a 
long duration and frequently complained of gastric discomfort and a fear of 
impending death. A similar disorder related to anger suppression, "bebainan," 
affects women from Bali (Suryani, 1984). 
Lerner (1985) concurred with Collier's (1982) and others' arguments that 
socialization factors, as well as the taboos surrounding women's anger, are so 
powerful that even recognizing anger is not a simple matter for many women. 
Lerner believed that the direct expression of anger, particularly if directed toward 
men, is viewed as hysterical, threatening, unfeminine, and/or neurotic. She 
theorized that when women experience anger, a process of self-questioning 
initiates that sen/es to blocic or invalidate their anger, often leading to guilt, 
depression, or self-doubt. Lerner labeled the process "de-selfing," which occurs 
when an individual sacrifices her or his own personal needs, goals, and growth in 
order to protect another (p. 20). This is particularly pertinent to a discussion of 
women's anger, as women are taught to suppress their anger to maintain the 
status quo of their relationships or work settings. 
Despite the relative lack of empirical work regarding women and anger, 
gender differences have been of major interest in the existing literature. Women 
have been found to both discuss angry feelings more than men, as well as express 
anger somatically more often (Thomas & Williams, 1991). A comparison of 
presenting problems of 1938 and 1978 psychotherapy outpatients found women 
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complaining more of difficulty with anger in the later sample (Gill, 1985). In 
addition, unlike men, women showed a significant increase in personal problems, 
depression, and feelings of inadequacy from 1938 to 1978. Doyle and Biaggio 
(1981) suggested that women's difficulty with assertion may account for some of 
the differences in anger expression between men and women. Another potential 
explanation for these gender differences may be differential ways of handling 
stress. A study by Zuckerman (1989) indicated that when women are under 
stress, they tend to experience anxiety and depression, and are more likely to 
express their anger and other feelings. Men, on the other hand, reported 
becoming more active in response to stress. 
However, not all anger research shows gender differences. An early 
Psychological Bulletin review noted that when anger is perceived as justified, 
women may act as aggressively as men (Frodi, Macaulay, & Thome, 1977). 
Biaggio (1989) found no sex differences in participants' self-reports of reactions to 
anger inducing events, and objective measures showed minimal differences. An 
important distinction may be between anger expression and suppression. For 
instance, in a study of responses to provoked anger, college men responded with 
aggression, whereas college women showed non-hostile ways of handling the 
annoyance, although both groups reported angry feelings (Frodi, 1978). Thomas 
(1989) has shown that more often than men, women tend to express their anger 
with somatic symptoms such as headaches and muscle tension, classic signs of 
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suppression of feeling. 
Lerner (1985) described two categories of women who do not manage 
anger effectively: The first, the 'nice lady," avoids anger and conflict at all costs. 
A "nice lady" acts to minimize the discomfort others might experience if her 
feelings, especially her anger, were ever expressed at full strength. The second 
category, the "bitch," describes women who vent their anger with ease, often 
fighting, blaming, and complaining. Lerner notes that neither style serves to 
resolve conflict, nor does either style effectively manage the anger being felt. 
What both styles do accomplish, however, is the protection of others at the 
expense of the woman's sense of self-esteem and dignity. Therefore, women who 
act in these manners feel powerless, helpless, and out-of-control, and their styles 
of anger management are not functioning to reduce conflict in their lives. 
This can quickly become a self-defeating cycle. The more women are 
"nice," give in, and conform to societal stereotypes, the more their anger builds. 
Efforts to repress this anger are consequently intensified. Finally, when the anger 
is released, it often confirms women's worst fears that their anger is indeed 
irrational and destructive. This eventual explosion of rage is rarely expressed in a 
constructive way, lending support to the hypothesis which considers women's 
anger as something to be avoided and controlled at all costs (Lerner, 1985). 
Also working against the expression of anger are the labels society has for 
angry women, such as nagging, complaining, and "bitching." These words 
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negatively define a woman by her expression of anger, as well as lend a seemingly 
permanent label to her way of being (Lemer, 1985). In other words, to complain 
might mean being labeled a "nag," whether or not the complaining behavior 
occurred once or several times. The threat of such a label alone may act to 
silence a woman, beginning the cycle of anger suppression. Consequently, when 
the explosion of anger occurs, a self-fulfilling prophecy has been established. 
Miller (1983) has also described this phenomenon. Anger feels dangerous 
and wrong to women, therefore, expression is voluntarily limited. Repeated 
suppression of this anger leads to frustration and inaction which in turn produces 
feelings of being weak, unworthy, and inferior-how Freud and the rest of society 
have described women for centuries! Women may be left feeling full of anger 
which feels irrational and unwarranted, and with no acceptable manner in which to 
express it. If and when the anger is finally expressed, even if expressed in a 
constructive way, it may be dismissed as hysterical. The spiral is thus set into 
motion. 
Anger and powerlessness are closely connected for women, asserted Miller 
(1976). The society's practice of keeping women in a powerless position rescues 
both women and men from women's frightening anger, which would threaten the 
status quo. Women are afforded limited opportunities to experience and test their 
feelings and expression of anger, which may lead to a fear that their anger, when it 
is expressed, is excessive or unjustified. Expressing or even experiencing anger is 
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therefore a frightening prospect for many women. 
Lerner (1985) believed that this sense of poweriessness may be 
compounded by the risk to self that many women experience when expressing 
anger. She hypothesized that some women experience anger as another instance 
of "de-selfing." In other words, as women are taught that asserting oneself may 
threaten one's possibilities for significant relationships, they are caught in a 
double-bind. The choice lies between being assertive and potentially threatening a 
meaningful personal connection, or remaining silent and sacrificing oneself for the 
relationship. It is a no-win situation, with each altemative posing a "de-selfing" 
threat. 
Although women's nurturing and connecting abilities are a strength, as 
defined earlier by the self-in-relation model of development (Surrey, 1984), these 
socially sanctioned qualities may inhibit the less sanctioned expression of anger. 
As discussed by Westkott (1986), "disentangling women's relational skills from their 
dependency and anger is no easy matter" (p. 219). Westkott asserted that a 
woman's concept of self is influenced by the caring and nurturing characteristics of 
the feminine personality, and compounded by suppressed anger. She considered 
"the conflict between compliant nurturance and underlying self-hatred and rage as 
the female characterological consequence of the historically created nurturing 
imperative" (p. 219). 
Kaplan, Brooks, McComb, Shapiro, and Sodano (1983) discussed the 
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"angerogenic" world that women live in: 
The process of suppression of rage is a constant one, as is the fear 
that the anger may somehow "leak out" at the expense of women's 
sense of self in relation to others...Women, then, live in conditions 
in which the experience and expression of anger can be a threat to 
their sense of self and their sense of security with others....(p. 33) 
Anger and Depression 
The ineffective expression of anger by women has thus far been related to 
anorexia and bulimia (Katzman et al., 1986), hysteria, frigidity, and phobias 
(Chester, 1971), and neurosensory problems (Pang, 1990). However, depression 
may be one of the most prevalent and serious consequences that women 
experience. 
Miller (1983) noted that the inability to manage anger effectively has had 
disastrous consequences for women, especially on a psychological level. Miller 
stated that traditional sex roles have rendered the direct expression of anger by 
women to be viewed as pathological. Therefore, "probably the most common 
occurrence...is that the anger is not conveyed at all. Instead it is expressed, in the 
end, via the only remaining route--'symptoms,' psychic or somatic, the most 
common of which is depression" (p. 3). 
Indeed, when researchers look more closely at women's depression, a 
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strong component of anger and hostility comes through. Weissman, Klerman, and 
Paykel (1971) noted that while their depressed female participants were pleasant 
with researchers, there was a strong component of hostility that surfaced in 
interactions between the participants and their spouses and/or children. Similarly, 
Frank, Carpenter, and Kupfer (1988) reported higher levels of anger and hostility in 
a group of depressed women participants in comparison to similarly depressed 
males. In a later article, Weissman and Klerman (1977) hypothesized that the 
female anger/hostility element may stem from several sources: greater stress 
levels, greater reporting of symptoms, premenstrual tension, women's role in 
marriage, more doctors visits, the male use of alcohol, and the greater number of 
men in law enforcement settings. It is important to note that the majority of these 
potential explanations are psychosocial, rather than biological. 
The feminine sex role has been linked to depression in women and men. 
Welkowitz et al. (1985) noted that men and women who were categorized as 
feminine by the BSRI were at higher risk for depressive symptomology than 
individuals with masculine or androgynous sex roles. Similarly, Tinsley, 
Sullivan-Guest, and McGuire (1984) found that all of the women in their study who 
had a feminine sex role also exhibited at least moderate levels of depression as 
determined by the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI). This was true for women who 
were currently seeking treatment for depression (clinical sample) and those who 
were not (non-clinical sample). Other research has indicated that the Bem 
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Masculinity scale may be used as a predictor of depression in some populations, in 
that higher Masculinity scores predict lower levels of depression (Elpern & Karp, 
1984). However, not all research shows this link between depression and sex role. 
For instance, Hughes & Warner (1984) found no difference in BDI scores among 
masculine, feminine, undifferentiated, and androgynous participants. This finding 
was consistent across two detenninants of sex role behavior: self-ratings of sex 
roies and BSRI scores. 
Scarf (1980) hypothesized that the origins of depression for women may 
stem from inwardly turned anger that is deflected from being directed at the 
enraging person. She described the "anger-tumed-inward" paradigm which results 
in depression--a way of experiencing anger at someone without actually 
threatening the relationship with them. This happens because "nice girls don't, as 
everyone knows, behave aggressively and display assertive, competitive feelings 
openly (better yet...they don't have any such tendencies in their general personality 
makeup at all!)" (p. 284). This conceptualization echoes much of Lerner's (1985) 
and Miller's (1976, 1983) views on the social component of women's anger. 
Men and Anaer 
Although this literature review is focused on theory and research related to 
women's experiences, it is important to note that men also receive potentially 
damaging messages regarding their anger experience and expression. Lerner 
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(1985) described men who, internalizing the society's taboo regarding men 
expressing their feelings, may store up their repressed anger. Potential 
consequences for men are similar to those of women; depression, threatened 
personal relationships, or misdirected emotional energy. For a man in a full-time 
job, this misdirected energy may result in spending all his time at woric, to the 
exclusion of other parts of his life. Repression of anger can also lead to the lack of 
acknowledgement that anger exists for the individual. For instance, men may 
direct their energy toward reacting to their partner's problems, rather than dealing 
with their own. Or, emotional distancing may be used to avoid conflict (Lerner, 
1985). 
Additionally important in considering men's anger is the odd cultural more 
regarding men's emotions which allows violent aggression, but no other emotion, to 
be shown. As Clark (1974) noted, "men can argue, fight, and injure one another in 
public view but they cannot as easily hold hands, embrace, or kiss" (p. 88). 
However, this exception to the emotional rule may facilitate the ineffective venting 
of anger, rather than the resolution of it. Therefore, for different reasons, men may 
find themselves in the two ineffective anger categories that Lemer (1985) 
described for women: Men may be either a "nice man" who never expresses 
anger, or the constant aggressor who voices or acts out but never resolves his 
concerns. 
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Kopper's Work on Women and Anaer 
An important milestone in the research on women and anger is the work of 
Kopper (1988; Kopper & Epperson, 1991). Kopper (1988/1991) investigated 
women's experience and expression of anger with a sample of 456 college 
students. A series of hypotheses regarding anger, depression, sex roles, gender 
differences, and interpersonal behavior was examined. Although one part of her 
research was published in a 1991 Psvcholoov of Women Quarterlv article, other 
significant work from her doctoral dissertation (1988) remains unpublished. It is 
Kopper's work that the current research attempted to replicate and extend. 
Therefore, a fairly detailed review of her study will follow. 
In Kopper's (1988/1991) work, gender of respondent was not found to be a 
sole determinant of anger expression style. However, women did score higher 
than men on indices of depression, dependency, and passive-aggressiveness, 
although both groups scored within normal ranges. Sex role differences, however, 
proved to be more predictive and were associated with differences in dependency, 
anger proneness, outwardly-directed anger, anger suppression, and anger control. 
A relationship between anger and depression also was noted; Those with 
the highest trait anger scores also had higher depression and resentment scores 
than the rest of the sample. In addition, those with high anger suppression scores 
tended to have higher depression scores. 
Factor analysis of the anger, aggression, and hostility data yielded three 
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factors: 1) negative expression of anger witli aggression and acting-out beinavior; 
2) high levels of acknowledged, uncontrolled anger with less physical expression 
and more verbal and Indirect hostility; and 3) anger suppression. A cluster 
analysis based on standardized factor scores revealed five distinct clusters, which 
indicated that patterns of experiencing and expressing anger may be strongly 
related to one's gender and/or sex role. The five clusters may be briefly described 
as follows: 1) anger suppression (predominantly women); 2) high levels of 
acknowledged anger expressed through acting-out behavior (predominantly men); 
3) lower levels of acknowledged anger expressed through acting-out behavior 
(predominantly men); 4) low levels of anger suppression, expression, and 
acting-out (predominantly women); and 5) high anger suppression and high 
controlled anger expression (predominantly women). (See Table 1 for a summary 
of these clusters.) 
For women, particularly those with a feminine sex role, it seems that 
suppression of anger may be most problematic in terms of interpersonal 
functioning. For men, aggressive acting-out was associated with more potential 
mental health problems. There was a significant relationship between modulated 
anger expression and good mental health. 
Kopper (1988) noted the numerous potential implications of her research. In 
particular, the finding that women may experience and express anger differently 
than men has ramifications for practice and research alike. This research also 
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Table 1. Kopper's (1988) five-cluster solution. (Table used with permission). 
High scores Intermediate scores Low scores 
(standard score (standard score (standard score 
Cluster of .4 and higher) of .4 and -.4) of -.4 and lower) 
1. Conflict avoidance, 
female 
Age, femininity, state 
anger, depression, denial 
infrequency, impression 
management, praise, re­
questing help, dependency, 
shyness, negativeness, guilt, 
total hostility 
Masculinity, assertiveness, 
self-confidence, initiating 
assertiveness, defending 
assertiveness, frankness, 
refusing demands 
2. Male, masculinity, state 
anger, infrequency, 
assertiveness, defend­
ing assertiveness, 
frankness, negativeness, 
total hostility 
Age, depression, self-confid­
ence, initiating assertiveness, 
praise, requesting help, re­
fusing demands, dependency, 
shyness, guilt 
Femininity, denial, impression 
management, conflict avoid­
ance 
3. Male, masculinity, assert­
iveness, initiating assert­
iveness, defending assert­
iveness 
Age, femininity, state anger, 
depression, denial, infrequen­
cy, impression management, 
self-confidence, frankness, 
praise, requesting help, re­
fusing demands, shyness, 
negativeness, total hostility 
Conflict avoidance, dep­
endency, guilt 
4. Impression management, 
self-confidence, praise, 
female 
Age, femininity, masculinity, 
denial, assertiveness, initiat­
ing assertiveness, defending 
assertiveness, frankness, 
requesting help, refusing 
demands, conflict avoidance, 
dependency, shyness, guilt 
State anger, depression, in­
frequency, negativeness, total 
hostility 
5. State anger, depression, 
dependency, guilt, total 
hostility, female 
Age, femininity, masculinity, 
denial, infrequency, assert­
iveness, frankness, request­
ing help, conflict avoidance, 
shyness, negativeness 
Sex, impression management, 
self-confidence, initiating as­
sertiveness, defending assert­
iveness, praise, refusing 
demands' 
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pointed to tlie importance of sex role factors, especially as they may be more 
informative than gender alone. Kopper's research is significant both because of 
the research questions it asked and the empirical findings it yielded. Therefore, 
replication and extension of her work was an important next step. 
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SUMMARY AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The study of women's experience in the psychological realm has enjoyed 
new-found interest in the last twenty or thirty years. Of primary interest to this 
research is the question of women's anger. It is generally agreed that women 
experience and express anger differently than do men. There have been a variety 
of hypotheses regarding this difference, ranging from penis envy to complicated 
psychosocial models. However, empirical work regarding the nature and even 
existence of these gender differences in anger remains relatively sketchy. This 
research has attempted to address some of the missing pieces in the literature. 
The main purpose of this dissertation project was the exploration of women's 
experience and expression of anger. This research investigated the potential 
relationships between women's anger and psychological factors such as 
depression and hostility. In addition, the roles of feminist identity and sex-role 
orientation were examined. Lastly, sex differences in expression of anger were 
tested. 
Hypotheses were as follows: 
1) It was predicted that Kopper's (1988) five-cluster solution, based on anger 
scale scores, would be replicated, indicating strong gender and sex 
role influences on the expression and experience of anger. In 
addition, it was predicted that Kopper's findings regarding the 
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relationships of Individual components of anger with depression, 
interpersonal relationships, gender, and sex roles, respectively, would 
be replicated. 
2) Along with the assumption of adequate independence of the Feminist 
Identity Development (FIDS) scales, it was hypothesized that the 
cluster analysis results would feature the feminist identity factors in a 
predictable way: Namely, that women in the anger suppression 
cluster would score higher on the Passive Acceptance and Revelation 
scales of the FIDS; women in the high uncontrolled anger expression-
high anger suppression cluster would score higher on the 
Embeddedness-Emanation and Synthesis FIDS scales; and women in 
the low suppression, expression, and acting-out cluster would score 
higher on the Active Commitment scale. 
3) It was predicted that women who were categorized as feminine on the 
BSRI would score highest on the FIDS Passive Acceptance scale; 
women who were categorized as masculine would score higher on 
the FIDS Revelation, Embeddedness-Emanation, and Synthesis 
scales: and women who were categorized as androgynous would 
score highest on the FIDS Active Commitment scale. Also, feminist 
identity development was hypothesized to have individual 
relationships with the mental health, gender, and sex role variables. 
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Also, as the Feminist Identity Scale is a relatively new instrument, effort 
made to further establish the Instrument's validity. 
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METHOD 
Participants 
Tlie participants in this study were 386 female and male college students 
attending Iowa State University, a large midwestem university. Participants were 
recruited through the Psychology Department subject pool, which consists of 
students enrolled in introductory-level psychology courses. Students received two 
research credits for their participation. Demographic data are presented in Table 2 
and are summarized below. 
Two hundred fifteen of the participants were female (55.7%) and 171 were 
male (44.3%). Participants ranged in age from 17 to 30 years old. One participant 
was 17 years old (0.3%), 97 were 18 (25.1%), 164 were 19 (42.5%), 57 were 20 
(14.8%), 30 were 21 (7.8%), 10 were 22 (2.6%), 5 were 23 (1.3%), 4 were 24 
(1.0%), 4 were 25 (1.0%), 4 were 26 (1.0%), 3 were 27 (0.8%), 3 were 28 (0.8%), 
2 were 29 (0.5%), and 2 were 30 years old (0.5%). 
The racial composition of the sample was as follows; 323 
Euro-American/White participants (83.7%), 19 African-American/Black participants 
(4,9%), five Hispanic/Latino (a) participants (1.3%), two Native American 
participants (0.5%), 23 Asian-American/Oriental participants (6.0%), and 14 
participants who identified their race as "other." 
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of participants. 
Demographic variable Frequency Percent 
Sex 
Women 215 55.7 
Men 171 44.3 
Euro-American/White 323 83.7 
African-American/Black 19 4.9 
Hjspanic/Latino(a) 5 1.3 
Native American 2 0.5 
Asian-American/Oriental 23 6.0 
International 0 0.0 
Other 14 3.6 
17 1 0.3 
18 97 25.1 
19 164 42.5 
20 57 14.8 
21 30 7.8 
22 10 2.6 
23 5 1.3 
24 4 1.0 
25 4 1.0 
26 4 1.0 
27 3 0.8 
28 3 0.8 
29 2 0.5 
30 2 0.5 
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Table 2. Continued. 
Demographic variable Frequency Percent 
Year in school 
Freshman 172 44.6 
Sophomore 137 35.5 
Junior 51 13.2 
Senior 24 6.2 
Other 2 0.5 
Unspecified 3 0.8 
Marital status 
Single--never married 368 95.3 
Single-separated 3 0.8 
Divorced 3 0.8 
Married 6 1.6 
Widowed 1 0.3 
Living with significant other 6 1.3 
Father's education 
Less than high school 22 5.7 
High school graduate 91 23,6 
Some college 87 22.5 
College graduate 185 47.9 
Unspecified 1 0.3 
Mother's education 
Less than high school 18 4.7 
High school graduate 102 26.4 
Some college 100 25.9 
College graduate 166 43.0 
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Table 2. Continued. 
Demographic variable Frequency Percent 
Parental home 
Severe discord 7 1.8 
Divorce 69 17.9 
Death of parent 14 3.6 
Death of sibling 2 0.5 
Severe economic difficulty 7 1.8 
Other stress 19 4.9 
None of the above 264 68.4 
Unspecified 4 1.0 
Place of childhood 
Urban 117 30.3 
Suburban 122 31.6 
Rural 129 33.4 
Other 17 4.4 
Unspecified 1 0.3 
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One hundred seventy-two participants were first-year college students 
(44.6%), 137 (35.5%) were sophomores, 51 (13.2%) were juniors, and 24 (6.2%) 
were seniors. Two participants (0.5%) listed their year in school as "other," and 
three (0.8%) did not specify their year in school. 
Three hundred sixty-eight participants were single and never married 
(95.3%), three participants were single and currently separated (0.8%), three 
participants were divorced (0.8%), six were currently married (1.6%), one was 
widowed (0.3%), and five participants reported that they were living with significant 
others (1.3%). 
Information about their parents' level of education indicated that 22 
participants had fathers with less than a high school education (5.7%), 91 
participants had fathers who were high school graduates (23.6%), 87 had fathers 
with some college (22.5%), 185 had fathers who were college graduates, and one 
participant did not indicate her or his father's education level. Eighteen participants 
had mothers with less than a high school education (4.7%), 102 had mothers who 
were high school graduates (26.4%), 100 had mothers with some college (25.9%), 
and 166 (43.0%) had mothers who were college graduates. 
Information regarding stressors in their parental home indicated that seven 
participants described their home as having severe discord (1.8%), 69 participants 
identified divorce (17.9%), 14 had experienced the death of a parent (3.6%), and 
two had experienced the death of a sibling (0.5%). Seven participants identified 
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severe economic difficulty in their parental home (1.8%), 19 indicated otherwise 
unspecified stressors (4.9%), and 264 reported none of the above stressors as 
being present in their parental home. Four participants did not respond to this 
item. 
information about the location of the participants' childhood years revealed 
that 117 grew up in an urban area (30.3%), 122 grew up in a suburban area 
(31.6%), 129 grew up in a rural setting (33.4%), 17 grew up in another type of 
place (4.4%), and one participant failed to specify her or his place of childhood. 
Materials 
A test booklet was completed by participants in groups of twenty to thirty 
individuals. (See Appendices B, C, and D for a copy of the test booklet.) The first 
page of the booklet consisted of an infonned consent statement, which was first 
read aloud by the experimenter and then signed by all participants. The second 
page was a feedback request sheet, provided for participants who wished further 
information and feedback regarding their individual results. These two pages were 
removed from the rest of the test booklet when completed, to insure confidentiality. 
The third page of the booklet provided instructions for completing the 
booklet. The remainder of the packet consist of several instruments, including: a 
demographic questionnaire; State-Trait Anger Scale (Speilberger, Jacobs, Russell, 
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& Crane, 1983); Anger Expression Scale (Speilberger, Johnson, Russell, Crane, 
Jacobs, & Worden, 1985); Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, Ward, Mendelson, 
Mock, & Erbaugh, 1961); Bern Sex-Role Inventory (Bern, 1974); Feminist Identity 
Development Scale (Bargad & Hyde, 1991); and the Interpersonal Behavior Survey 
(Mauger, Adkinson, Zoss, Firestone, & Hook, 1980). The Feminist Identity 
Development Scale was excluded from packets completed by male participants. 
All participants received these instruments in the same order, based on information 
from Kopper (1988) that indicated the absense of order effects. A brief description 
of each instrument follows, and instrument scales and variables are summarized in 
Table 3. 
Demooraphic Questionnaire 
This instrument was developed by Kopper (1988) to collect demographic 
information on all participants, including gender, race, age, marital status, parents' 
educational level, characteristics of parental home, and place of childhood. 
State-Trait Anaer Scale fSTAS) 
The STAS (Spielberger, 1980) assesses anger in two domains: state anger 
and trait anger. The State Anger scale was designed to tap individual differences 
in situational feelings of annoyance, irritation, tension, and rage. The Trait Anger 
scale assesses individual differences in proneness to anger as a personality trait 
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Table 3. Research instruments and scales or variables. 
Instrument name Scales/Variables 
Demographic measure 
State-Trait Anger Scale 
Anger Expression Scale 
Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory 
Beck Depression Inventory 
Bem Sex-Role Inventory 
Sex 
Race 
Age 
Year in school 
Marital status 
Father's education 
Mother's education 
Climate of parental home 
Place of childhood 
State Anger 
Trait Anger 
Anger-in 
Anger-out 
Anger Control 
Anger Expression 
Assault 
Guilt 
Indirect Hostility 
Irritability 
Negativism 
Resentment 
Suspicion 
Verbal Hostility 
(See text for item descriptions.) 
Femininity 
Masculinity 
Androgynous 
Undifferentiated 
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Table 3. Continued. 
Instrument name Scales/Variables 
Feminist Identity Development 
Scale 
Passive Acceptance 
Revelation 
Embeddedness-Emanat ion 
Synthesis 
Active Commitment 
Interpersonal Behavior Survey Assertiveness 
Defending Assertiveness 
Frankness 
General Assertiveness 
Initiating Assertiveness 
Praise 
Requesting Help 
Refusing Demands 
Self-confidence 
Aggressiveness 
Disregard for Rights 
Expression of Anger 
General Aggressiveness 
Hostile Stance 
Passive-aggressiveness 
Physical Aggressiveness 
Verbal Aggressiveness 
Validity 
Attitude Toward Testing 
Denial 
Infrequency 
Impression Management 
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(Spielberger et al., 1983). 
On the Trait Anger scale, male college students yielded the following mean, 
standard deviation, and alpha coefficient; 31.04, 7.30, and .87, respectively. 
Female college students obtained similar results: mean = 30.96, standard 
deviation = 7.46, and an alpha coefficient of .87 (Spielberger, 1980). Similar data 
were also obtained from Navy recruits (Spielberger, 1980). In developing the State 
Anger scale, data were collected from female and male Navy recruits. Women 
obtained a mean of 23.56, a standard deviation of 10.52, and an alpha coefficient 
of .93. Men obtained a mean of 27.14, a standard deviation of 9.39, and an alpha 
coefficient of .93 (Speilberger, 1980). Correlations of individual State Anger and 
Trait Anger items with measures of curiosity (Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 
1979) and anxiety (Spielberger, Peters, & Frain, 1981) were higher than anticipated 
by the test authors, particularly for the State Anger and State Anxiety items. 
Speilberger et al. (1983) concluded that there exists "an intrinsic relationship 
between anger and anxiety that cannot readily be eliminated from psychometric 
measures of these constructs" (p. 169). 
The final, 30-item version of the STAS was used for this research. The first 
15 items, which ask respondents how they currently feel, assess state anger. The 
second 15 items ask respondents how they usually feel, and correspond to trait 
anger. Both sets of items are answered using a four-point scale; 1) almost never, 
2) sometimes, 3) often, and 4) almost always. Scale scores are computed by 
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summing the scores of the fifteen items. Possible scores for each STAS scale 
range from a minimum of 15 to a maximum of 60. 
Anger Expression Scale (AX) 
The AX was designed by Spielberger et al. (1985) "to assess anger 
expression as a personality trait* (p. 14). The AX scale yields three primary 
scores; 1) Anger-out, the tendency to express anger towards other people or 
objects in the environment; 2) Anger-in, the tendency to experience anger but 
suppress it, and 3) Anger Control, the tendency to control the experience and 
expression of anger. A fourth scale, Anger Expression, can be generated through 
a linear combination of the first three scores. 
Support for the three-factor structure has been empirically derived, with 
alpha coefficients ranging from .73 to .84 (Spielberger et al., 1985). However, 
there has been some question about the Anger Control variable. Pollans (1983) 
found support for this variable in male but not female college students. This 
suggests that college women who overtly express their feelings of anger may also 
have greater control over those angry feelings. 
Evidence for convergent and divergent validity is found in moderate 
correlations (.24 to .58) of the Anger-In and Anger-out scales with the STAS Trait 
Anger scale, and low correlations of the three AX scales with the State and Trait 
Anxiety scales (.00 to .30 and -.14 to .28, respectively), and the State and Trait 
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Curiosity scales (-.08 to .06) (Spielberger et al., 1985). 
The most recent form of the AX (Spielberger, 1986) was used in this 
research. Participants indicate how often they react in the manner of anger 
expression specified in each of the 24 items. Participants respond on the basis of 
a four-point Likert scale: 1) almost never, 2) sometimes, 3) often, and 4) almost 
always. 
Buss-Durkee Hostilitv Inventory (BDHI) 
The BDHI (Buss & Durkee, 1957) "provides a global impression of hostile 
feelings" (Biaggio, Supplee, & Curtis, 1981). Test-retest coefficients ranging from 
.64 to .82 have been reported, as well as .82 for the Total Hostility scale score 
(Biaggio et al., 1981). Moderate convergent validity has been indicated through 
correlations with measures of role-played aggression (Leibowitz, 1968), willingness 
to electrically shock others (Knott, 1970), psychiatrists' ratings of aggression (Buss, 
Fischer, & Simmons, 1962), and authoritarianism (Lipetz & Ossorio, 1967). 
However, "the subscales do not seems to possess a high degree of 
discriminant validity" (Biaggio et al., 1981, p. 647). Although the above cited 
studies and others indicate that the BDHI is a good overall measure of hostility, 
correlations between BDHI scales and criterion variables such as Constructive 
Action, Verbal Antagonism, and Physical Antagonism were relatively low (+ .01 to 
.36) (Biaggio et al., 1981). This indicates an association between BDHI scales and 
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the criterion variables, but one that may not be strong enough to assess nor 
predict specific behaviors. 
The BDHI consists of 75 true-false items. Participants respond to items 
which assess various aspects of hostility by indicating if the statement does or 
does not apply to them. The BDHI assesses seven aspects of hostility; assault, 
indirect hostility, irritability, negativism, resentment, suspicion, and verbal hostility. 
In addition, the BDHI includes a scale assessing guilt. 
Beck Depression Inventorv (BDI) 
The BDI has been widely used as a self-report measure of depression in 
both research and clinical settings since it was introduced in 1961 by Beck, Ward, 
Mendelson, Mock, and Erbaugh. This study used the revised version of the BDI 
(Beck, 1978). In this version, participants respond to 21 items, each containing a 
series of four statements. To respond, participants indicate the number 
corresponding to the statement that best describes how they are currently feeling. 
If more than one statement accurately applies, participants are allowed to indicate 
more than one statement per item, although the "most depressed" statement is the 
only one scored. 
Item statements are scored from zero to three, reflecting an increasing 
intensity of feeling. Indicated items are totaled to derive the depression score. 
The potential range of scores is 0 to 63, with larger scores indicating greater 
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severity of depression. The specific symptoms or attitudes tapped by BDI items 
are as follows: 1) sadness, 2) pessimism and discouragement, 3) sense of failure, 
4) dissatisfaction, 5) guilt, 6) experience and/or expectations of punishment, 7) 
self-disappointment or dislike, 8) self-blame, 9) suicidal ideas, 10) crying, 11) 
irritation, 12) social isolation, 13) decision-making difficulties, 14) changes in body 
image, 15) work difficulty, 16) insomnia, 17) feeling tired, 18) loss of appetite, 19) 
weight loss, 20) preoccupation with weight loss, and 21) loss of libido. 
Split-half reliability has been reported at .93 for the BDI (Beck et al., 1961). 
Alpha coefficients have ranged from .83 to .94 (Reynolds & Gould, 1981; Shaefer 
et al., 1985). Convergent validity of the BDI has been supported by significant 
correlations (.65 to .77) with a range of similar measures, such as the Zung (1974) 
and MMPI (Hathaway & McKinley, 1951) depression scales (Beck & Steer, 1984; 
Reynolds & Gould, 1981; Shaefer et al., 1985). 
Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRM 
The BSRI was developed by Bem (1974) to empirically treat masculinity and 
femininity as two separate dimensions, as opposed to opposite ends of the same 
continuum, "...thereby making it possible to characterize a person as masculine, 
feminine, or 'androgynous' as a function of the difference between his or her 
endorsement of [traditionally] masculine and feminine personality characteristics" 
(p. 155). Bem, in accordance with her gender schema theory (1981a, 1983), 
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based the original BSRI on two theoretical assumptions: 1) The culture has 
divided a group of heterogeneous, desirable characteristics into gender-based 
categories, and 2) individuals differ to the degree to which they internalize these 
characteristics and ideas about gender-appropriateness (Bem, 1979). Based on 
these ideas, the BSRI divides respondents into four groups: feminine, masculine, 
undifferentiated, and androgynous. 
It is important to note that the BSRI and the concept of psychological 
androgyny has not been universally accepted. (See literature review for a more 
complete discussion of the androgyny controversy.) An important criticism of the 
BSRI has been that the scales are not factorially pure (e.g., Lippa, 1985). 
However, Bem (1979) argued that this is not inconsistent with the theory and 
rationale behind the scales; societal stereotypes are not necessarily consistent. 
Also, Payne (1985) argued that the scales may not tap the gender-based 
schematic processing that Bem posits. Other researchers (e.g., Lubinski, 1983; 
Bernard, 1984; Ruch, 1984) have questioned the adequacy of a two-factor model 
for a concept as complicated as gender roles. 
Coefficient alpha scores for the Femininity and Masculinity scales range 
from .75 to .87 for females and .78 to .87 for males (Bem, 1981b). Test-retest 
measures at four weeks for the BSRI have yielded correlations ranging from .76 to 
.94 (Bem, 1981b). Also, several validation studies have correlated the BSRI 
Femininity and l\/lasculinity scales with gender-related behavior (Lippa, 1985). 
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The revised, short form of the BSRI (1981b) was used for this research. In 
addition to the convenience of a shorter scale, the BSRI Short Form has been 
judged to have a better factorial structure and superior psychometric properties in 
comparison to the original scale (Payne, 1985). Respondents are asked to 
indicate how descriptive each of 30 personality traits is of them. This is done on a 
seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1-never or almost never to 7-always or 
almost always true. Scores for each participant can be derived on both the 
Femininity and Masculinity scales, and their BSRI sex-role classification is 
determined based on a median split. Median scores can be used from Bem's 
normative sample or from researchers' own data, if sample size is large enough 
and contains both males and females (Bem, 1981b). Therefore, in this research, 
one way participants were classified was based on the sample's median splits. 
Individuals are classified through the use of median splits as follows: 
Scores high on the Femininity scale and low on the Masculinity scale are rated as 
feminine. Conversely, high Masculinity scale scores and low Femininity scale 
scores correspond with a masculine classification. High scores on both scales 
result in an androgynous classification, and low scores on both scales is rated as 
undifferentiated. 
Assessing androgyny through the use of separate femininity and masculinity 
scales is a practice that has been criticized, most notably by Strahan (1984, 1981, 
1975). Strahan advocates the use of multiple regression or factorial ANOVA for 
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sex-role classification with BSRI data. This research utilized both methods of 
sex-role classification. 
Feminist Identity Development Scale (FIDS) 
The FIDS was developed by Bargad and Hyde (1991) to operationalize and 
test the model of feminist identity development proposed by Downing and Roush 
(1984). FIDS scales representing the five stages of the Downing and Roush 
(1984) model are as follows: 1) Passive Acceptance, 2) Revelation, 3) 
Embeddedness-Emanation, 4) Synthesis, and 5) Active Commitment. [See 
literature review for a full description of the Downing and Roush (1984) model.] 
Two separate factor analyses indicated that the FIDS does assess feminist 
identity on the basis of a five-factor model. In the second analysis, these five 
factors accounted for a total of 47.2 percent of the variance. Factor 1 was 
associated with Stage V; Active Commitment and formed an eight-item subscale, 
with an alpha coefficient of .80. Factor 2 reflected Stage I: Passive Acceptance 
and yielded a 12-item subscale, with an alpha coefficient of .85. Factor 3 included 
7 items reflecting Stage III: Embeddedness-Emanation, with an alpha coefficient of 
.82. Factor 4 contained items associated with Stage II: Revelation, yielded a 
7-item subscale, and had an alpha of .75. Factor 5 reflected Stage IV: Synthesis. 
The alpha coefficient for this five-item subscale was .65 (Bargad & Hyde, 1991). 
Interscaie correlations have not been published. 
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It Is important to note that although the FIDS scales do correspond with 
Downing and Roush's (1984) five-stage model, the FIDS has as yet only been 
found to assess in terms of five factors. More research will be necessary to 
validate the extent which the FIDS tests a progressive stage model. 
Quantitative data has shown significant differences between students who 
completed a women's studies course and those who did not enroll in such courses, 
providing additional evidence for the validity of the scale as assessing feminist 
identity development. Also, qualitative results for interviews and questionnaires 
given to participants at the end of the study indicated that individuals in women's 
studies classes believed that their personal feminist identities had been enhanced, 
as suggested by the data (Bargad & Hyde, 1991). 
The FIDS consists of thirty-nine items, comprising the five subscales. The 
items, which are self-descriptive statements, are answered according to a five-point 
Likert format: 1) strongly disagree, 2) disagree, 3) neither agree nor disagree, 4) 
agree, and 5) strongly agree. 
Interpersonal Behavior Survev (IBS) 
The IBS was designed by Mauger, Adkinson, Zoss, Firestone, and Hook 
(1980) in order to differentiate assertive behaviors from aggressive behaviors, as 
well as examine the "subclasses of these behaviors" (Mauger & Adkinson, 1980, p. 
1). Four types of scales make up the IBS: 1) validity, 2) aggressiveness, 3) 
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assertiveness, and 4) relationship. The validity scores reflect the respondent's 
attitude toward testing, denial, Infrequency, and impression management. The 
aggressiveness scales examine general aggressiveness, hostile stance, expression 
of anger, disregard for rights, verbal aggressiveness, physical aggressiveness, and 
passive-aggressiveness. The assertiveness scales measure general 
assertiveness, self-confidence, initiating assertiveness, defending assertiveness, 
frankness, praise, requesting help, and refusing demands. Measurement of 
relationship factors is done through the use of the conflict avoidance, dependency, 
and shyness scales. The IBS consists of 272 items, which are answered true or 
false. 
Franzoi (1978) noted that test-retest reliabilities of the IBS were average to 
better than those for similar instruments, ranging from the low .70s to the mid .90s. 
With the exception of the Refusing Demands scale, which yielded reliability 
coefficients of .11 and .33 for the long and short versions, respectively, the IBS 
scales possessed good internal consistencies (Franzoi, 1978). A later review 
(Hutzell, 1985) echoed these conclusions, reporting test-retest correlations ranging 
from .71 to .96 following a two-day inten^al and from .80 to .93 at a ten-week time 
period. Also, Hutzell (1985) concluded that the internal consistency information 
(coefficient alphas) were "reasonable, but not exceptional," ranging from .52 to .88 
(p. 701). 
The convergent and discriminant validity of the IBS has been tested with 
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many popular personality inventories, i.e., California Personality Inventory (Gough, 
1975), Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (1959), College Self-Expression 
Scale (Galassi, DeLo, Galassi, & Bastien, 1974), Rathus Assertiveness Schedule 
(1973), Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (1957), Interpersonal Checklist (Leary, 
1957), Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (1975), Minnesota Multiphasic 
Personality Inventory (Hathaway & McKinley, 1951), and the Tennessee 
Self-Concept Scale (Fitts, 1965) (Mauger & Adkinson, 1980). Franzoi (1978) noted 
that these comparisons generally supported the validity of the IBS scales. Hutzell 
(1985) added his support of the construct, convergent, and discriminant validity 
claims based on these correlational results, but did note that "validation of the IBS 
against behavioral criteria is conspicuously absent..." (p. 701). 
Procedure 
Initial contact with participants was made through the research credit sign-up 
board in the Psychology Department. The sign-up sheet for this study specified 
the date, time, and location of the study, as well as a brief description of the 
research. Participants completed the survey packets in groups of twenty to thirty. 
Procedure for the experimental sessions was as follows: The experimenter 
greeted the participants and thanked them for their assistance. Participants 
received two research credit sheets, an answer sheet, an informed consent sheet 
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(see Appendix B), a feedback request sheet (see Appendix D), and a research 
survey packet (see Appendix C). Next, the experimenter read through the 
informed consent statement and explained the feedback request sheet. After 
participants read these sheets and signed the informed consent sheets, the 
informed consents were collected to insure anonymity. The experimenter then 
invited participants to begin work at their own pace. 
Upon completion of the research packet, participants returned their research 
packet and answer sheet, and feedback request sheet if they chose. (They were 
also given the option of dropping off the feedback request sheet at the 
experimenter's office.) Participants received a debriefing page (see Appendix D) 
from the experimenter. 
Only one participant opted to notify the experimenter for further discussion 
of her results. When she was informed that it would take a week or so to get her 
results together, she declined the opportunity. She did, however, receive the 
opportunity to get several of her questions about the purpose of the study 
answered. 
This research was reviewed and approved by the Psychology and University 
Human Subjects Committees of Iowa State University. 
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Analyses 
Preliminary analyses were three-fold: First, to test the reliability of the 
instruments for this participant population, coefficient alpha correlations were run 
for all of the scales. Second, inter-scale correlations on the FIDS were performed, 
in order to test scale independence. 
Next, in order to understand the relationships between anger and gender 
and sex role, 2x4 ANOVAs were performed to look at differences across gender 
and sex role on anger scores, depression, and selected BDHI and IBS scales. 
This allowed the study of a complex variable-anger expression-to be preliminarily 
analyzed by its smaller components. In addition, it allowed important patterns in 
the data to be detected. 
The primary analysis was the cluster analysis. In order to prepare the data 
for cluster analysis, a factor analysis of the anger, aggression, and hostility data 
was performed to insure independence of the variables. Using these factors, 
cluster analysis was performed on standardized factor scores. 
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RESULTS 
The research hypotheses were analyzed using two different ways of 
determining sex-role classification. The first method, advocated by Bem (1981), 
classifies sex role through a median split procedure. The BSRI scales of 
Femininity and Masculinity are used to classify feminine, masculine, androgynous, 
and undifferentiated sex roles. Bem (1981) suggested that researchers with 
access to large enough samples classify participants using sample medians, rather 
than the median scores from her sample. In the present study, the median scores 
(Femininity = 5.37, Masculinity = 4.87) from the current sample were used. These 
sample medians were similar to those from Bem's normative sample (5.5 and 4.8, 
respectively). The relationship of discrete classification with the dependent 
variables of interest were analyzed using univariate and multivariate analyses of 
variance (ANOVAs and MANOVAs). The conservative .01 significance level was 
utilized in interpreting these results, attempting to compensate for the possibility of 
the study's amount of power leading to statistically significant but trivial findings. 
Significant differences were further explored through Duncan's Multiple Range 
Test, corrected for unequal n. 
The second method of analysis utilized multiple regression, as advocated by 
Strahan (1981, 1982, 1984). This method allows Femininity and Masculinity to be 
analyzed as continuous, rather than discrete, variables by using the scores and the 
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product of the scores as predictor variables. Multiple regression allows for "the 
added statistical power that continuous rather than discrete measurement provides, 
though at the expense of added analytic complexity" (Strahan, 1982, p. 6). The 
multiple regression analysis was run for this study; however, it produced very 
similar results as did the MANOVA and ANOVAs. Therefore, due to their greater 
interpretability, only the MANOVA and ANOVA results are reported in this section. 
The reader may refer to Table 32, Appendix F for relevant correlation tables. 
Data from three participants were eliminated due to excessive missing data 
points and/or invalid profiles, as indicated by the IBS validity scales. Missing data 
points within particular scales were handled in the following way; If missing data 
constituted less than 10 percent of the scale, the scale score was computed on a 
pro-rated basis, using the existing data. If more than 10 percent were missing for 
a particular scale, it was converted into a missing value. Initial analyses were run, 
testing the data for problems such as lack of normality and significant outliers, but 
none were found. The means and standard deviations for the entire sample are 
listed in Table 4. 
Analyses of Variance 
The first hypothesis, that women and feminine sex-role types have more 
difficulty than men and other sex-role types in aclcnowledging their anger, was 
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations for the total sample. 
instrumentA/ariable N Mean Standard Possible 
deviation range 
State-Trait Anger Scale 
State Anger 383 20.87 8.6436 15-60 
Trait Anger 384 29.66 7.3146 15-60 
Anger Expression Scale 
Anger-Out 384 15.82 3.8715 8-24 
Anger-In 382 17.58 4.4976 8-24 
Anger Control 386 13.12 4.9099 8-24 
Anger Expression 380 26.26 9.2189 8-40 
Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory 
Assault 383 3.79 2.4847 0-10 
Guilt 382 4.30 2.0737 0-9 
Indirect Hostility 382 4.72 1.7302 0-9 
Irritability 383 5.32 2.3197 0-11 
Negativism 384 3.60 1.2968 0-5 
Resentment 385 3.61 2.0614 0-8 
Suspicion 383 4.33 2.3112 0-10 
Verbal Hostility 384 6.89 2.7737 0-13 
Total Hostility 375 36.59 8.2835 0-75 
Beck Depression Inventory 
Depression 353 8.99 2.2065 0-63 
Bem Sex-Role Inventory 
Femininity 380 5.37 0.9628 1-10 
Masculinity 381 4.87 0.8102 1-10 
Androgyny 376 26.31 7.0193 1-100 
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Table 4. Continued. 
InstrumentA/ariable N Mean Standard Possible 
deviation range 
Feminist Identity Development Scale 
Passive Acceptance 217 2.58 0.5361 0-8 
Revelation 217 3.11 0.6312 0-12 
Embeddedness-Emanat ion 217 2.76 0.5624 0-7 
Synthesis 217 3.74 0.6231 0-7 
Active Committment 217 3.17 0.5743 0-5 
Interpersonal Behavior Survey 
Aggressiveness 381 7.05 2.8307 0-27 
Assertiveness 382 7.08 2.1213 0-26 
Conflict Avoidance 381 8.96 2.0237 0-22 
Defending Assertiveness 381 11.50 3.4425 0-19 
Denial 385 2.26 1.6457 0-9 
Dependency 378 12.11 4.4818 0-23 
Disregard for Rights 383 2.65 1.9385 0-11 
Expression of Anger 383 4.93 3.2547 0-19 
Frankness 385 5.88 2.1778 0-12 
i-lostile Stance 385 5.92 2.9943 0-23 
Infrequency 379 3.29 1.4918 0-13 
Impression Management 378 12.01 3.4672 0-30 
Initiating Assertiveness 385 6.57 2.6441 0-17 
Passive-aggressiveness 378 13.70 5.8658 0-32 
Physical Aggressiveness 382 2.80 2.3038 0-13 
Praise 386 0.22 0.4132 0-9 
Refusing Demands 381 3.11 1.3862 0-6 
Requesting Help 385 5.03 1.8312 0-7 
Self-confidence 384 11.08 2.6081 0-17 
Shyness 381 7.40 4.9090 0-23 
Verbal Aggressiveness 380 2.25 1.6086 0-14 
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analyzed using a two-way ANOVA defined by sex of participant (female, male) and 
sex-role classification (feminine, masculine, androgynous, undifferentiated). 
Participants' sex-role type was determined by the results of the BSRI. The 
dependent variables for these analyses were trait anger and anger expression. 
Participants' level of trait anger was assessed by the STAS Trait Anger scale, 
which measured individual differences in anger proneness as a personality trait. 
Level of anger expression was assessed through the use of the Anger-out 
subscale of the AX Scale. Anger-out measures a participant's propensity to 
express anger towards other people or objects in the environment. Significantly 
higher trait anger scores but lower anger-out scores for women and feminine 
sex-role types, as opposed to men and the other sex roles, would be consistent 
with this hypothesis. 
The results of the ANOVA for trait anger were significant for sex role 
(F(3,364) = 5.17, fi < .002), but not sex, as presented in Table 5. This indicated 
that sex role was associated with individual differences in anger proneness as a 
personality trait. As reported in Table 6, some significant differences did exist 
among the sex-role classifications. As determined by Duncan's Multiple Range 
Test, participants with masculine and undifferentiated sex roles obtained the 
highest scores on trait anger, which were significantly greater than participants with 
feminine and androgynous sex roles. The differences on trait anger between 
masculine and undifferentiated types, as well as feminine and androgynous sex 
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Table 5. Analyses of variance for liypothesis one. 
Source of 
variation 
Degrees of 
freedom 
Type III sum 
of squares F 6 
Sex and Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex 1, 364 241.20 4.70 0.031 
Sex role 3, 364 796.34 5.17 0.002 
Sex X Sex role 3, 364 53.37 0.35 0.792 
Sex and Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 1, 364 71.33 11.34 0.021 
Sex role 3, 364 400.60 10.08 0.0001 
Sex X Sex role 3, 364 28.18 0.71 0.547 
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Table 6. Significant differences in the means for sex-role classification for trait 
anger. 
N Mean 
Standard 
deviation Code 
Sex role 
Feminine 81 28.57 6.08 B 
Masculine 76 32.29 7.56 A 
Androgynous 100 27.88 6.84 B 
Undifferentiated 115 30.54 7.85 A 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at e < .01. 
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roles, were not significant. (Although sex was not significant at the .01 level, it did 
approach significance at the .03 level. This reflected a trend for men to score 
higher on trait anger than women.) 
The results of the ANOVA for anger expression also revealed a significant 
effects for sex role (F(3,364) = 10.08, g < .0001), as also presented in Table 5. 
This indicated that sex role was associated with the tendency to express anger 
toward other people or objects in the environment. As reported in Table 7, there 
were significant differences among the sex-role classifications. Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test indicated that participants with a masculine sex role scored the highest 
on anger-out, which was significantly different from those in the other three 
classifications. Participants with androgynous and undifferentiated sex roles scored 
the next highest on anger-out and these two groups did not differ significantly. 
Feminine sex-role types obtained the lowest scores on anger-out. (The sex 
variable did indicate a trend in anger expression scores, that of men scoring higher 
than women.) 
The second hypothesis, that women and feminine sex-role types are more 
likely than men and other sex-role types to suppress anger, was tested using an 
ANOVA in which sex and sex-role type were the independent variables and 
suppression of anger was the dependent variable. Suppression of anger was 
measured by the Anger-in subscale of the AX Scale, which assesses the tendency 
to experience anger, but hold it in or suppress it. Significantly higher anger 
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Table 7. Significant differences in tlie means for sex-role classification for anger 
expression. 
N Mean 
Standard 
deviation Code 
Sex role 
Feminine 81 14.06 3.54 C 
l\/lasculine 76 17.74 3.82 A 
Androgynous 100 15.87 3.86 B 
Undifferentiated 115 15.92 3.54 B 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at fi < .01. 
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suppression scores for women and feminine sex-role types, as opposed to men 
and the other sex roles, would be consistent with this hypothesis. 
The results of the ANOVA for the second hypothesis revealed no significant 
effects for sex and sex role as presented in Table 8. Similar to the Hypothesis 1 
results, these figures do suggest that sex and sex role reflect trends in anger 
suppression scores, but statistical significance was not achieved. More specifically, 
the trends indicated were that, for anger suppression, women scored higher than 
men, and undifferentiated individuals higher than the other sex-role classifications. 
The third hypothesis was that women and feminine sex-role types are more 
likely than men and other sex-role types to control the experience of angry 
feelings. This hypothesis was evaluated using an ANOVA in which sex and sex 
role were the independent variables and anger control was the dependent variable. 
Anger control, or the tendency to control the experience of anger, was measured 
by the Anger Control subscale of the AX Scale. Significantly higher anger control 
scores for women and feminine sex-role types, as opposed to men and the other 
sex roles, would be consistent with this hypothesis. 
The results of the ANOVA for the third hypothesis revealed a significant 
effect for sex role (F(3,368) = 11.66, Q < .0001) but not for sex, as presented in 
Table 9. This indicated that sex role was associated with the tendency to control 
the experience and expression of anger. As reported in Table 10, Duncan's 
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Table 8. Analysis of variance for hypothesis two: Sex x Sex role x Anger 
Suppression. 
Source of variation Degrees Type III sum F g 
of freedom of squares 
Sex 1, 364 87.40 4.42 0.036 
Sex role 3, 364 186.16 3.14 0.026 
Sex X Sex role 3, 364 46.37 0.78 0.505 
Multiple Range Test indicated that participants with feminine and androgynous 
sex-role types scored significantly higher on anger control than did those with 
masculine and undifferentiated types. The differences on anger control between 
feminine and androgynous types, as well as masculine and undifferentiated sex 
roles, were not significant. 
The fourth hypothesis stated that women and feminine sex-role types are 
more likely than men and the other three sex-role types to express anger with 
depressive symptoms. This analysis was done using three partial ANOVAs, testing 
main effects and all two-way interactions. Each ANOVA was defined by sex of 
participant, sex-role classification, and level of anger variable (high, average, and 
low, for either Trait Anger, Anger-in, or Anger-out. The classification levels for Trait 
Anger, Anger-in, and Anger-out were determined by participants scoring above the 
85th percentile for high, or below the 15th percentile for low. These cut-offs are 
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Table 9. Analysis of variance for hypothesis three. 
Source of 
variation 
Degrees of 
freedom 
Type III sum 
of squares F 6 
Sex 1, 368 4.64 0.21 0.648 
Sex role 3, 368 778.58 11.66 0.0001 
Sex X Sex role 3, 368 94.22 1.41 0.240 
Table 10. Significant differences in the means for sex-role classification for anger 
control. 
Sex role N Mean 
Standard 
deviation Code 
Feminine 81 24.57 4.65 A 
Masculine 76 21.00 4.70 B 
Androgynous 100 24.51 4.71 A 
Undifferentiated 115 22.17 4.80 B 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at < .01. 
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based on Speilberger's (1980, 1986) suggestions for these variables. The 
dependent variable in the ANOVAs was depression as measured by the BDI. 
Significant interactions on any of the anger measures with sex or sex role, with 
means in the appropriate order, would be consistent with this hypothesis. 
The results of the first ANOVA. testing the trait anger variable, revealed a 
significant effect for only trait anger (F(2,343) = 26.56, e < .0001) as shown in 
Table 11. In addition, the sex role variable reflected a non-significant trend in trait 
anger scores. This indicated that trait anger and sex role were associated with 
depressive symptoms. The second ANOVA, testing for anger-in, revealed only 
significant results for anger-in (F(2, 343) = 29.12, e < .0001). The third ANOVA for 
Hypothesis 4, examining anger-out, revealed significant results for sex role 
(£(3,343) = 4.54, g > .004) as well as anger-out (F(2, 343) = 11.07, fi > .0001). 
None of the interactions in any of the ANOVAs were significant. 
As reported in Table 12, Duncan's Multiple Range Test indicated that 
participants scoring high on trait anger also obtained higher depression scores, 
followed by those with average levels of trait anger. Participants scoring low on 
trait anger reported the lowest levels of depression. Participants in these three trait 
anger groups were significantly different from each other. The Duncan's Multiple 
Range Test examining differences among the levels of anger-in and anger-out 
revealed a similar pattern: High, average, and low levels of anger-in and anger-out 
corresponded with the highest, medium, and lowest depression scores. 
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Table 11. Analyses of variance for hypothesis four. 
Source of variation Degrees of Type III sum £ g 
freedom of squares 
Sex X Sex role x Trait Anger for depression 
Sex 1, 343 5.26 0.11 0.742 
Sex role 3, 343 488.64 3.35 0.019 
Trait Anger 2, 343 2585.22 26.56 0.000 
Sex X Sex Role 3. 343 12.44 0.26 0.857 
Sex X Trait Anger 2, 343 6.26 0.13 0.879 
Sex role x Trait Anger 6, 343 45.82 0.94 0.465 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-in for depression 
Sex 1, 343 2.56 0.05 0.817 
Sex role 3, 343 373.85 2.60 0.052 
Anger-in 2, 343 2790.46 29.12 0.000 
Sex X Sex Role 3, 343 66.69 0.46 0.708 
Sex x Anger-in 2, 343 40.42 0.42 0.656 
Sex role x Anger-in 6, 343 261.03 0.91 0.489 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-out for depression 
Sex 1, 343 1.54 0.03 0.865 
Sex role 3, 343 725.29 4.54 0.004 
Anger-out 2, 343 1177.78 11.07 0.000 
Sex X Sex Role 3, 343 43.34 0.27 0.846 
Sex X Anger-out 2, 343 79.96 0.75 0.473 
Sex role x Anger-out 6, 343 133.91 0.42 0.866 
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Table 12. Significant differences in the main effects for the Hypothesis 4 ANOVAs 
N Mean Standard Code 
deviation 
Sex role 
Feminine 72 8.86® 7.62 AB 
Masculine 68 8.56^ 6.49 AB 
Androgynous 108 7.53® 6.65 B 
Undifferentiated 96 10.91® 8.65 A 
Trait Anger 
High 56 14.82" 8.91 A 
Average 236 8.42® 7.07 B 
Low 61 5.27® 4.53 C 
Anger-in 
High 48 14.60" 10.51 A 
Average 247 8.79® 6.81 B 
Low 58 5.19® 5.03 C 
Anger-out 
High 62 14.66" 9.73 A 
Average 249 8.37® 6.64 B 
Low 75 5.42® 4.82 C 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at p < .01. The 
superscript "a" denotes the normal range of depression, and "b" denotes the mild-
moderate range of depression. 
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Participants in the three levels of anger were significantly different from each other. 
According to BDI criteria, participants in the high trait anger, anger-in, and anger-
out levels scored in the mild-moderate level for depression, while the remaining 
groups scored in the normal depression range. 
The fifth hypothesis was that women and feminine sex-role types who have 
difficulty expressing anger are more likely than men and other sex-role types who 
have difficulty expressing anger to experience certain mental health difficulties, 
such as low self-confidence, dependency, passive-aggressiveness, conflict 
avoidance, guilt, and resentment. 
This hypothesis was analyzed with three partial multivariate analyses of 
variance (MANOVAs), one for each of the anger variables in combination with sex 
and sex role, in order to parallel Kopper's (1988) analysis and to help preserve 
alpha at .01. The partial models tested all main effects and all two-way 
interactions. (Higher-order interactions could not be examined due to missing 
cells.) The dependent variables were self-confidence, dependency, 
passive-aggressiveness, conflict avoidance, guilt, and resentment. These 
dependent variables were measured through the IBS scales of Self-confidence, 
Dependency, Passive-aggressiveness, and Conflict Avoidance, and the BDHI 
scales of Guilt and Resentment. A significant interaction of any of the anger 
measures with sex or sex role would be supportive of this hypothesis. The 
MANOVA test criterion for the hypothesis of no overall effect for the independent 
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variables was tested through the use of Pillai's Trace, as suggested by Altmaier 
(1987) as well as Tabachnick and Fidell (1989). Significant multivariate effects 
were further explored with partial ANOVAs, and significant univariate differences 
were examined with Duncan's Multiple Range Test, corrected for unequal n, as 
appropriate. 
Significant multivariate effects were found for many of the main effects but 
none of the two-way interactions, as shown in Table 13. In order to further 
examine the multivariate effects of the significant independent variables on the 
mental health variables, partial ANOVAs were used, followed by Duncan's Multiple 
Range Tests, as appropriate. Results are categorized by mental health variable 
and are described in terms of significant differences as well as the comparison of 
means to normative data for the mental health scales. 
The results of the first ANOVA for self-confidence, testing trait anger, were 
significant for sex role (F(3,338) = 7.90, fi < .0001), and trait anger (F(2,338) = 
8.23, E < .0001), as presented in Table 14. This indicated that self-confidence was 
associated with sex role and trait anger. The results of the second ANOVA for 
self-confidence, testing anger-In, were significant for sex role (£(3,338) = 7.03, Q < 
.0001) and anger-in (F(2,338) = 23.33, e < .0001). In addition, sex just missed 
significance at e > -018, and therefore suggested a trend in the data. This indicated 
that self-confidence was also associated with anger-in and sex, as well as sex role. 
The results of the third ANOVA for self-confidence, testing anger-out, were 
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Table 13. Multivariate analyses of variance for hypothesis five. 
Source of variation Degrees of F e 
freedom 
Sex X Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex 6, 333 2.53 0.021 
Sex role 18, 1005 2.57 0.000 
Trait Anger 12, 668 6.52 0.000 
Sex X Sex Role 18,1005 1.00 0.461 
Sex x Trait Anger 12,668 1.09 0.369 
Sex role X Trait Anger 36,2028 1.31 0.102 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-in 
Sex 6, 333 2.91 0.009 
Sex role 18, 1005 2.81 0.000 
Anger-in 12, 668 6.89 0.000 
Sex X Sex Role 18,1005 1.25 0.210 
Sex X Anger-in 12,668 1.52 0.111 
Sex role X Anger-in 36,2028 1.03 0.414 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 6, 333 3.21 0.004 
Sex role 18, 1005 1.97 0.009 
Anger-out 12, 668 3.25 0.000 
Sex x Sex Role 18,1005 1.23 0.232 
Sex X Anger-out 12,668 1.39 0.166 
Sex role X Anger-out 36,2028 1.25 0.144 
85 
Table 14. Univariate analyses of variance for hypothesis five: Self-confidence. 
Source of variation Degrees of Type III sum 
freedom of squares 
F P. 
Sex x Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex role 
Trait Anger 
3, 338 137.17 
2, 338 95.33 
7.90 
8.23 
0.000 
0.000 
Sex x Sex role x Anger-in 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-in 
1, 338 29.85 
3,338 110.46 
2, 338 244.50 
5.70 
7.03 
23.33 
0.018 
0.000 
0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-out 
1, 338 29.10 
3, 338 93.90 
2, 338 0.05 
4.72 
5.08 
0.01 
0.030 
0.002 
0.996 
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significant for sex (F(1,338) = 4.72, e < .030) and sex role (F(3,338) = 5.08, g < 
.002), indicating the importance of sex as well as sex role to self-confidence. 
Means for these main effects are summarized in Table 15. Female 
participants scored significantly higher than males on self-confidence. As indicated 
by Duncan's Multiple Range Test, participants with androgynous sex-role 
classifications obtained significantly higher scores than those in the other sex-role 
classifications. Participants with high levels of trait anger obtained the lowest self-
confidence scores, whereas those in the average and low range of trait anger 
scored in the highest range of self-confidence. Individuals with high anger-in 
scores had the lowest self-confidence, followed by those in the the average range 
of anger-in. Participants with low anger-in scores had the highest levels of self-
confidence. All means were in the average range of self-confidence, as 
determined by scale criteria. 
The results of the first ANOVA for dependency, testing trait anger, were 
significant for sex role (F{3,338) = 5.38, b < .001) and trait anger (E(2,338) = 8.75, 
E < .0001), as reported in Table 16. This indicated that dependency was 
associated with sex role and trait anger. The results of the second ANOVA for 
dependency, testing anger-in, were significant for sex role (F(3,338) = 6.23, Q < 
.0001) and anger-in (F{2,338) = 6.33, e < .002). This indicated that anger-in as 
well as sex role were associated with dependency. The results of the third ANOVA 
for dependency, testing anger-out, were significant for sex role (F(3,338) = 5.02, fi 
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Table 15. Significant differences In the means for Self-confidence. 
Standard 
N Mean deviation Code 
Sex 
Female 214 11.48 2.60 $ 
Male 170 10.58 2.54 $ 
Sex role 
Feminine 73 10.72 2.72 B 
Masculine 88 11.03 2.57 B 
Androgynous 118 12.11 2.40 A 
Undifferentiated 105 10.22 2.43 B 
Trait Anger 
High 65 9.85 2.54 B 
Average 261 11.19 2.53 A 
Low 58 12.00 2.54 A 
Anger-In 
High 53 9.54 2.46 C 
Average 265 11.02 2.54 B 
Low 66 12.56 2.21 A 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at B < .01. All 
means were In the average range of Self-confidence. "$" indicates not applicable. 
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Table 16. Univariate analyses of variance for hypotliesis five: Dependency. 
Source of variation Degrees of Type III sum 
freedom of squares 
F U 
Sex X Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex role 
Trait Anger 
3, 338 278.30 
2, 338 301.80 
5.38 
8.75 
0.001 
0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-in 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-in 
1, 338 0.38 
3, 338 320.35 
2, 338 216.94 
0.02 
6.23 
6.33 
0.882 
0.000 
0.002 
Sex x Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-out 
1, 338 29.10 
3, 338 261.71 
2, 338 32.21 
4.72 
5.02 
0.93 
0.030 
0.002 
0.397 
89 
< .002), once again indicating tlie importance of sex role. 
Table 17 shows the means for these main effects. Participants with 
feminine sex roles obtained the highest dependency scores. These individuals 
also were considered high on dependency as determined by scale criteria. Those 
with undifferentiated classifications scored the next highest, and masculine and 
androgynous participants had the lowest dependency scores, as determined by 
Duncan's Multiple Range Test. Participants who scored in the high and average 
range of trait anger obtained the highest dependency scores, whereas those in the 
low trait anger range had the lowest dependency scores. Participants with the 
highest anger-in scores had the lowest levels of dependency, whereas those with 
average and low anger-in scores had the highest dependency levels. In terms of 
dependency scale criteria, the high anger-in group was the second group to obtain 
scale-determined high levels of dependency. All other groups had scores in the 
average range of dependency. 
The results of the first ANOVA for passive-aggressiveness, testing trait 
anger, were significant for trait anger (F(2,338) = 31.70, e < .0001), as presented 
in Table 18. This indicated that passive-aggressiveness was associated with trait 
anger. The results of the second ANOVA for passive-aggressiveness, testing for 
anger-in, were significant for sex (F(1,338) = 9.70, fi < .002) and anger-in (F(2,338) 
= 28.03, fi < .0001), emphasizing the importance of anger-in as well as sex to 
passive-aggressiveness. The results of the third ANOVA for passive-
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Table 17. Significant differences in the means for Dependency. 
Standard 
N Mean deviation Code 
Sex role 
Feminine 73 14.37'' 4.24 A 
Masculine 87 10.62® 4.45 C 
Androgynous 115 11.23® 3.91 C 
Undifferentiated 103 12.74® 4.58 B 
Trait Anger 
High 65 13,29® 4.25 A 
Average 256 12.24® 4.45 A 
Low 57 10.18® 4.37 B 
Anger-in 
High 52 10.69® 3.75 B 
Average 261 12.11® 4.53 A 
Low 65 13.82" 4.55 A 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at g < .01. The 
superscript "a" denotes the average range of Dependency, and "b" denotes the 
high range of Dependency. 
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Table 18. Univariate analyses of variance for hypothesis five: Passive-
aggressiveness. 
Source of variation Degrees of Type III sum 
freedom of squares 
F B. 
Sex X Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex role 
Trait Anger 
3, 338 109.63 
2, 338 1743.84 
1.33 
31.70 
0.265 
0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-in 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-in 
1, 338 263.20 
3, 338 50.35 
2,338 1520.11 
9.70 
0.62 
28.03 
0.002 
C.603 
0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 1, 338 
Sex role 3, 338 
Anger-out 2,338 
313.44 10.52 0.001 
110.13 1.23 0.298 
702.99 11.79 0.000 
92 
aggressiveness, testing anger-out, were significant for sex and anger-out (F(2,338) 
=11.79, fi < .0001). This indicated tine association of anger-out as well as sex to 
passive-aggressiveness. 
Significant differences between the classifications of sex, trait 
anger, anger-in, and anger-out were indicated, as summarized in Table 19. Men 
had significantly higher passive-aggressiveness scores than women participants. 
As determined by Duncan's Multiple Range Test, participants with high trait anger 
scores reported the highest levels of passive-aggressiveness, with those with 
average levels of trait anger having the next highest group of scores. Participants 
with low trait anger scored lowest on passive-aggressiveness. In similar patterns, 
those with high levels of anger-in and anger-out obtained the highest 
passive-aggressiveness scores, those in the average range of anger-in and 
anger-out scored in the middle range of passive-aggressiveness, and those with 
the lowest anger-in and anger-out scores reported the lowest levels of 
passive-aggressiveness. All of these means were in the average range of 
passive-aggressiveness, as determined by scale criteria. 
As presented in Table 20, there were no significant results yielded for the 
conflict avoidance variable. Therefore, little can be said about the impact of 
conflict avoidance on the anger variables. 
The results of the first ANOVA for guilt, testing trait anger, was significant for 
trait anger (F(2,338) = 14.03, g < .0001), as presented in Table 21. This indicated 
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Table 19. Significant differences in the means for Passive-aggressiveness. 
Standard 
N Mean deviation Code 
Sex 
Female 215 12.40 5.78 $ 
Male 171 15.36 5.42 $ 
Trait Anger 
High 66 17.90 4.65 A 
Average 262 13.51 5.47 B 
Low 58 9.83 5.50 C 
Anger-in 
High 54 17.19 5.51 A 
Average 266 13.93 5.60 B 
Low 66 9.98 4.78 C 
Anger-out 
High 62 16.22 5.10 A 
Average 249 14.03 5.49 B 
Low 75 10.54 6.12 C 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at e < .01. All 
means were in the average range for Passive-aggressiveness. "$" indicates not 
applicable. 
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Table 20. Univariate analyses of variance for hypothesis five: Conflict Avoidance. 
Source of variation Degrees of Type III sum 
freedonn of squares 
F 
Sex X Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex role 
Trait Anger 
3, 338 8.84 
2, 338 4.58 
0.71 
0.55 
0.545 
0.575 
Sex x Sex role x Anger-in 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-in 
1, 338 14.44 
3, 338 14.81 
2, 338 9.05 
3.60 
1.23 
1.13 
0.059 
0.298 
0.325 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-out 
1,338 3.11 
3. 338 6.13 
2, 338 12.47 
0.76 
0.50 
1.52 
0.383 
0.683 
0.219 
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Table 21. Univariate analyses of variance for hypothesis five: Guilt. 
Source of variation Degrees of Type III sum F 
freedom of squares 
Q 
Sex X Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex role 
Trait Anger 
3, 338 17.44 1.43 
2,338 113.72 14.03 
0.233 
0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-in 
Sex 1, 338 8.25 2.09 0.149 
Sex role 3,338 19.23 1.63 0.183 
Anger-in 2,338 76.13 9.66 0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 1, 338 18.37 4.52 0.034 
Sex role 3, 338 14.00 1.15 0.330 
Anger-out 2, 338 38.59 4.75 0.009 
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that trait anger was associated with guilt. The results of the second ANOVA for 
guilt, testing anger-in, were significant for anger-in (F(2,338) = 9.66, Q < .0001), 
indicating the importance of anger-in on guilt scores. The results of the third 
ANOVA for guilt, testing anger-out, were significant for anger-out (F(2,338) = 14.03, 
fi < .0001). In addition, the variable sex missed significance at e > .034, but 
indicated a trend in the data for women to score higher than men on guilt. 
Means for these main effects are summarized in Table 22. Duncan's 
Multiple Range Test indicated that participants with high and average trait anger 
scores reported the lowest levels of guilt, and those with low trait anger scores 
were in the highest range of guilt. In a similar pattern, those with the highest and 
average levels of anger-in as well as anger-out obtained the lowest guilt scores. 
The individuals in the low range of both anger-in and anger-out had the highest 
guilt scores. All of these guilt scores were in the average range, as determined by 
the guilt scale criteria. 
The results of the first ANOVA for resentment, testing trait anger, were 
significant for trait anger (F(2,338) = 26.62, fi < .0001) as presented in Table 23. 
The second ANOVA for resentment, testing anger-in, yielded significant results for 
anger-in (F(2,338) = 9.67, g < .0001), as well as suggested a trend at b < -024 for 
the sex variable. The results of the third ANOVA for resentment, testing anger-out, 
were significant for sex (F{1,338) = 8.91, fi < .003) and anger-out (F(2,338) = 6.91, 
E< .001). 
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Table 22. Significant differences in the means for Guilt. 
Standard 
N Mean deviation Code 
Trait Anger 
High 
Average 
Low 
66 3.53 
258 4.23 
58 5.50 
1.91 B 
2.04 B 
1.92 A 
Anger-in 
High 
Average 
Low 
52 3.65 
264 4.19 
66 5.23 
1.90 B 
2.01 B 
2.18 A 
Anger-out 
High 
Average 
Low 
62 4.00 
246 4.16 
74 5.03 
2.12 B 
2.02 B 
2.07 A 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at e < .01. All 
means were in the average range of Guilt. 
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Table 23. Univariate analyses of variance for hypothesis five: Resentment. 
Source of variation Degrees of Type III sum 
freedom of squares 
F Q 
Sex X Sex role x Trait Anger 
Sex role 
Trait Anger 
3, 338 16.53 
2, 338 190.28 
1.54 
26.62 
0.203 
0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-in 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-in 
1, 338 18.53 
3, 338 19.53 
2, 338 149.36 
5.13 
1.80 
9.67 
0.024 
0.146 
0.000 
Sex X Sex role x Anger-out 
Sex 
Sex role 
Anger-out 
1. 338 33.42 
3, 338 17.02 
2, 338 51.83 
8.91 
1.51 
6.91 
0.003 
0.211 
0.001 
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Means for the main effects are summarized in Table 24. Men scored 
significantly higher than women on resentment. As determined by Duncan's 
Multiple Range Test, participants with high levels of trait anger also reported high 
levels of resentment, with those with average levels of trait anger scoring next 
highest on resentment. Individuals with the lowest levels of trait anger also 
obtained the lowest levels of resentment. Similarly, those with high levels of 
anger-In and anger-out obtained the highest resentment scores, those in the 
average range of anger-in and anger-out scored in the middle range of resentment, 
and those with the lowest anger-in and anger-out scores reported the lowest levels 
of resentment. With the exception of the previously mentioned low trait anger 
group, all other means were in the average resentment range. 
Cluster Analyses 
Prelim inarv analvses 
Factor analvsis. Prior to attempting a cluster analysis, the relationship 
among the variables must be statistically addressed. When variables are not 
independent, such as in this study's case, cluster solutions may be influenced by 
heavier weighting of correlated variables (Borgen & Barnett, 1987). In order to 
address this issue, the data were factor analyzed prior to cluster analysis, using a 
principal axis method with squared multiple correlations used as initial communality 
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Table 24. Significant differences in the means for Resentment. 
Standard 
N Mean deviation Code 
Sex 
Female 215 3.24® 2.03 $ 
Male 171 4.07® 2.01 $ 
Trait Anger 
High 66 5.04® 1.82 A 
Average 262 3.53® 1.93 B 
Low 58 2.27^ 1.87 C 
Anger-in 
High 54 4.63® 2.00 A 
Average 266 3.74® 1.95 B 
Low 66 2.21® 1.83 C 
Anger-out 
High 62 4.27® 1.84 A 
Average 249 3.67® 1.98 B 
Low 75 2.85® 2.26 C 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at g < .01. The 
superscript "a" denotes the average range of Resentment, and "b" denotes the low 
range of Resentment. "$" indicates not applicable. 
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estimates. This procedure extracted 3 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, 
and using varimax rotation, the 3 factor solution was the most interpretable. Using 
a .5 factor loading cutoff, the factors appear to be distinct, as presented in Table 
25. 
The high loadings on the first factor of Assault (.61), Aggressiveness (.72), 
Hostile Stance (.83), Disregard for Rights (.71), Physical Aggressiveness (.62), and 
Verbal Aggression (.60) suggested a negative, hostile expression of anger, at times 
featuring verbal and physical acting-out. The high loadings on the second factor of 
Anger-in (.65), Trait Anger (.53), Irritability (.60), Resentment (.66), Suspicion (.60), 
and Passive-aggressiveness (.72) suggested anger that is suppressed and/or 
expressed indirectly. The third factor loadings of Anger-out (.64), Verbal Hostility 
(.56), Trait Anger (.52), Anger Expression (.82), and Anger Control (-.59) 
suggested acknowledged uncontrolled anger expressed primarily verbally. This 
factor solution is quite similar to Kopper's (1988), with one exception: the Indirect 
Hostility scale was not included in the factor solution, because none of the loadings 
were higher than .5. However, it did load on Factor Three [the same as Kopper's 
(1988) solution] with a loading of .44. Also similar to Kopper's findings, the 
Negativism scale was not included due to loadings below .30 on all factors. 
Feminist Identity Development Scale. In addition to the factor analysis, 
additional psychometric tests were applied to the FIDS, due to the newness of the 
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Table 25. Rotated three-factor solution. 
Scale Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Hostile Stance .83024 .26620 .23158 
Aggressiveness .72414 .33309 .12307 
Disregard for Rights .71146 .21022 .16590 
Physical Aggressiveness .62301 .14483 .32046 
Assault .61409 .14781 .41265 
Verbal Aggressiveness .59731 .34246 .25854 
Passive-ag gressive ness .31425 .72171 .18254 
Resentment .25977 .66003 .17296 
Anger-in .08911 .64642 .02751 
Suspicion .24844 .59609 .13955 
Irritability .15176 .59601 .38025 
Trait Anger .20908 .52754 .51670 
Anger Expression .27149 .16430 .82304 
Anger-out .25490 .23823 .64423 
Anger Control -.21029 -.11226 -.58673 
Verbal Hostility .33192 .02800 .56071 
Indirect Hostility .02584 .27154 .44439 
Percentage of common variance 
accounted for 
Cumulative common variance 
accounted for 
39.2 7.0 6.2 
39.2 46.2 52.4 
Note: Factor 1 = Aggression, Factor 2 = Anger suppression, and Factor 3 = 
Uncontrolled anger. 
103 
instrument and the lack of research on it. FIDS scale reliabilities, as determined by 
coefficient alphas, were as follows: Scale 1-Passive Acceptance, alpha = .74; 
Scale 2--Revelation, alpha = .68; Scale 3--Embeddedness-Emanation, alpha = .71; 
Scale 4--Synthesis, alpha = .61; and Scale 5--Active Commitment, alpha = .78. 
These reliabilities are similar although lower than those reported in Bargad and 
Hyde's (1991) original article: Bargad and Hyde's initial alpha coefficients were 
.80, .85, .82, .75, and .65, respectively. These results, as well as the inter-scale 
correlations, are summarized in Table 26. 
In terms of discriminant validity, a correlation matrix of all of the variables 
included in the research design indicated that the FIDS indeed measures a unique 
construct. Out of the 288 possible correlations between FIDS scales and the other 
instrument scales, only 41 were significant. In addition, only 5 of the correlations 
were above .25 and none were larger than .33. (Relevant FIDS correlations are 
summarized in Table 27). 
In addition, even these larger correlations can be seen as a form of 
convergent validity: Several of these higher correlations exist between scales that 
are conceptually similar. Passive Acceptance has dependency as a feature; Active 
Commitment and Bem's Masculinity scale have instrumentality and assertiveness 
in common. Similarly, Revelation describes a time of conflicting affect for 
women-ties to the traditional role are still in place, yet an awareness of the 
unfairness of sexism is growing. This ambivalence could be experienced by others 
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Table 26. FIDS scale alpha coefficients and inter-scale correlations. 
FIDS Scale PA R E S AC 
Passive Acceptance .74 
Revelation -.05 .68 
Embeddedness-Emanat ion -.06 .52 .71 
Synthesis .13 .31 .18 .61 
Active Commitment -.27 .48 .32 .43 
Note: Values on the diagonal are alpha coefficients; other values are inter-scale 
correlations. 
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Table 27. Summary of FIDS validity analyses, reported in significant Pearson 
correlation coefficients. 
Research FIDS Scale 
variable 
name PA R E S AC 
Sex -.14* -.17* 
Race 
Age .22** .14* .15* 
Year in school 
Marital status -.16* 
Father's education .19* 
Mother's education 
Parental home 
Place of childhood 
Masculine Sex role .17* .28** 
Feminine Sex role .16* 
State Anger -.17* 
Trait Anger 
Anger-out 
Anger-in . 14* 
Anger Control 
Anger Expression 
Depression -.30** 
Denial -.17* 
Infrequency -.33** 
Impression Mgmt. 
Aggressiveness -.16* -.14* 
Hostile Stance 
Expression of Anger 
Disregard for Rights .17* 
Verbal Aggress. -. 14* 
Physical Aggress. 
Passive Aggress. .15* .26** .22** 
Assertiveness 
Self-confidence -.17* 
Initiating Assert. -.15* .23** 
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Table 27. Continued. 
Research FIDS Scale 
variable 
name PA R E S AC 
Defending Assert. -.16* .22** .22** 
Frankness -.15* .16* .19** 
Praise 
Requesting Help -.15* 
Refusing Demands 
Conflict Avoidance 
Dependency .28** .23** .17* 
Shyness 
Assault 
Indirect Hostility 
Irritability .23** 
Negativism 
Resentment .20** 
Suspicion .16* .17* 
Verbal Hostility -.16* 
Guilt -.22** -.16* 
Total Hostility 
Note: FIDS scales are as follows: PA = Passive Acceptance, R = Revelation, E = 
Embeddedness-Emanation, S = Synthesis, and AC = Active Commitment. 
* = B >.05 and ** = e > .01. 
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as passive-aggressiveness. Otiier significant correlations provide additional 
conceptual backing: The assertiveness scales tend to correlate more highly with 
the later FIDS scales, the scales related to ineffective anger expression tend to 
correlate more highly with the earlier FIDS scales, and the tumultuous Revelation 
scale correlates with conflict avoidance, irritability, and suspicion scales. 
Therefore, although the Synthesis reliability coefficient from the present research 
was lower than desired and the inter-scale correlations between Active 
Commitment and the other FIDS scales were at times higher than desired, it was 
decided to keep the FIDS as part of the analysis on the strength and usefulness of 
the overall instrument. 
Cluster analvsis 
Following the preliminary analyses, cluster analysis was performed on the 
standardized factor scores in an attempt to replicate Kopper's (1988) five cluster 
solution. The hierarchical method of cluster analysis, which merges groups based 
on minimum within-group variance, was utilized. This method facilitates the 
selection of appropriate grouping level by providing an index of within-group error 
(Borgen & Bamett, 1987). 
Similar to Kopper's (1988) results, the five-cluster solution was deemed the 
most appropriate for this research. The plot of the semi-partial r-squared scores 
was suggestive of a five-cluster solution, as shown in Figure 1. In addition, 
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Figure 1. Plot of semi-partial r-squared scores 
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explanatory power appeared to plateau at around five factors, with additional 
factors only lowering the semi-partial r-squared scores a small extent. Therefore, 
the five-cluster solution was forced in an attempt to replicate Kopper's (1988) 
five-cluster solution. The three factor, five cluster solution from the present 
research is illustrated in Figure 2, A representation of Kopper's (1988) five-cluster 
solution is provided in Figure 3 for comparison. [The figures and related 
descriptions are based on standardized (z) scores, providing comparison with the 
entire group.] 
Participants in Cluster 1 (n = 99) scored highest on Factor 1, indicating high 
levels of negative, hostile anger expression with verbal and physical acting out. 
This anger, however, is neither suppressed nor uncontrolled a great deal, as 
evidenced by their moderately low Factor 2 scores and relatively low Factor 3 
scores. Those in Cluster 2 (n = 87) also seemed to be acknowledging and 
expressing their anger, but through less hostile, verbal means. Cluster 2 
participants reported an overall lower level of anger, as indicated by moderately 
low Factor 1 and 3 scores. Cluster 2 individuals also had the lowest level of anger 
suppression. Participants in Cluster 3 (n = 94) had the highest levels of 
uncontrolled anger, with moderate aggression and anger suppression levels. 
Individuals in Cluster 4 (n = 61) reported fairly high levels of negative, hostile 
aggression, with little anger control. However, those in Cluster 4 also had fairly 
high anger suppression levels. Those in Cluster 5 (n = 45) had the highest anger 
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1 
0 
-1 
Aggression Anger Uncontrolled 
Suppression Anger 
Note; Factor 1 = Negative, hostile expression of anger with verbal 
and physical acting out. Factor 2 = anger suppression. Factor 3 = 
Higher levels of expressed, acknowledged anger with less control and 
physical expression. 
Figure 2. Standardized group means for the three factors by cluster 
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1 
0 
-1 
Aggression Anger Uncontrolled 
Suppression Anger 
Note: For Kopper's (1988) study, Factor 1 = Negative, hostile 
expression of anger with verbal and physical acting out. Factor 3 = 
anger suppression, and Factor 2 = Higher levels of expressed, 
acknowledged anger with less control and physical expression. 
Figure 3. Kopper's (1988) three-factor, five-cluster solution. 
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suppression levels, with the lowest reported incidence of aggression and relatively 
low levels of uncontrolled anger. 
As evidenced in Figures 2 and 3, Kopper's (1988) cluster solution was not 
exactly replicated, but there were several commonalities between the two. This 
study's Clusters 1 and 2 are quite similar to Kopper's Clusters 3 and 4, 
respectively, and this study's Cluster 5 is reminiscent of Kopper's Cluster 1. 
Validation of clusters 
In order to verify the validity of this five-cluster solution, one-way ANOVAs 
across the clusters were perfomied on the variables not included in the cluster 
analysis. These variables were as follows: Femininity, Masculinity, State Anger, 
Depression, Denial, Infrequency, Impression Management, Assertiveness, Self-
confidence, Initiating Assertiveness, Defending Assertiveness, Frankness, Praise, 
Requesting Help, Refusing Demands, Conflict Avoidance, Dependency, Shyness, 
Negativity, Guilt, Total Hostility, Passive Acceptance, Revelation, 
Embeddedness-Emanation, Synthesis, and Active Commitment. (Many of the 
validating variables were intercorrelated; the reader is referred to Table 34 in the 
Appendix for relevant correlation tables.) 
Significant differences among the clusters were found on all variables except 
four, as summarized in Table 28. Significant variables were as follows: Femininity 
(F(4,379) = 14.35, p < .00001), Masculinity (F(4,380) = 6.20, p < .0001), State 
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Table 28. Analysis of variance with the five clusters. 
Source of Degrees of Type III sum 
variation freedom of squares F e 
Femininity 4, 379 46.64 14.35 0.0001 
Masculinity 4, 380 15.43 6.20 0.0001 
State Anger 4, 382 2375.21 8.58 0.0001 
Depression 4, 352 2778.12 13.71 0.0001 
Denial 4, 384 148.38 15.81 0.0001 
Infrequency 4, 378 96.10 12.06 0.0001 
Impression Mgmt. 4, 377 609.79 14.50 0.0001 
Assertiveness 4, 381 62.77 3.58 0.0070 
Self-confidence 4, 383 266.79 10.81 0.0001 
Initiating Assert. 4, 384 92.52 3.39 0.0096 
Defending Assert. 4, 380 434.83 10.05 0.0001 
Frankness 4, 384 245.56 14.80 0.0001 
Praise 4, 385 0.56 0.82 0.5138 
Requesting Help 4, 384 81.34 6.41 0.0001 
Refusing Demands 4, 380 66.52 9.42 0.0001 
Conflict Avoidance 4, 380 10.55 0.64 0.6333 
Dependency 4, 377 1233.06 18.14 0.0001 
Shyness 4, 380 842.62 9.53 0.0001 
Negativity 4, 385 67.16 11.09 0.0001 
Guilt 4, 381 262.34 17.97 0.0001 
Total Hostility 4, 374 8756.88 47.91 0.0001 
Passive Acceptance 4, 191 1.86 1.45 0.2202 
Revelation 4, 194 6.20 3.69 0.0065 
Embeddedness-Em. 4, 196 2.44 1.78 0.1338 
Synthesis 4, 194 6.99 4.32 0.0023 
Active Commitment 4, 194 5.14 3.73 0.0060 
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Anger (F(4,382) = 8.58, p < .00001), Depression (F(4,352) = 13.71, p < .00001), 
Denial (F(4,384) = 15.81, p < .00001), Infrequency (F(4,378) = 12.06, p < .00001), 
Impression Management (F(4,377) = 14.50, p < .00001), Assertiveness (F(4,381) = 
3.58, p < .0070), Self-confidence (F(4,383) = 10.81, p < .00001), Initiating 
Assertiveness (F(4,384) = 3.39, p < .0096), Defending Assertiveness (F(4,380) = 
10.05, p < .00001), Frankness (F(4,384) = 14.80, p < .00001), Requesting Help 
(F(4,384) = 6.41, p < .0001), Refusing Demands (F(4,380) = 9.42, p < .00001), 
Dependency (F(4,377) = 18.14, p < .00001), Shyness (F(4,380) = 9.53, p < 
.00001), Negativity (F(4,385) = 11.09, p < .00001), Guilt (F(4,381) = 17.97, p < 
.00001), Total Hostility (F(4,374) = 47.91, p < .00001), Revelation (F(4,194) = 3.69, 
p < .0065), Synthesis (F(4,194) = 4.32, p < .0023), and Active Commitment 
(F(4,194) = 3.73, p < .0060). 
Table 29 is a descriptive presentation of the differences among clusters, 
using standardized scale means. Cutoffs of .4 and -.4 are used to divide high, 
moderate, and low scores, in order to provide a rough categorization, as well as to 
parallel Kopper's (1988) method. Significant univariate effects were further 
explored with Duncan's Multiple Range Test, corrected for unequal n, and these 
results can be found in Table 35, Appendix F. 
For Cluster 1, the group highest on aggression with moderately low anger 
suppression and moderate uncontrolled anger, most scale means were in the 
moderate (.4 to -.4) range. There were no high scores, defined as above .4, but 
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Table 29. Description of clusters using standardized scale means. 
Cluster 
High scores 
(.4 and higher) 
Moderate scores 
(.4 to -.4) 
Low scores 
(-.4 and lower) 
Masculinity, State Anger 
Depression, Denial, 
Infrequency, Impression 
Management, Assertiveness, 
Self-confidence, Initiating 
Assertiveness, Defending 
Assertiveness, Frankness, 
Praise, Requesting Help, 
Refusing Demands, Conflict 
Avoidance, Shyness, Negativity, 
Guilt, Total Hostility, Passive 
Acceptance, Embeddedness-
Emanation, Active Commitment 
Femininity, 
Dependency, 
Revelation, 
Synthesis 
Femininity, 
Self-confidence, 
Refusing 
Demands, 
Negativity, Guilt 
Masculinity, Assertiveness, 
Initiating Assertiveness, 
Defending Assertiveness, 
Frankness, Praise, 
Requesting Help, Conflict 
Avoidance, Passive 
Acceptance, Revelation, 
Embeddedness-Emanation, 
Synthesis, Active Commitment 
State Anger, 
Depression, 
Denial, 
Infrequency, 
Impression 
Management, 
Dependency, 
Shyness, Total 
Hostility 
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Table 29. Continued. 
Cluster 
High scores 
(.4 and higher) 
Moderate scores 
(.4 to -.4) 
Low scores 
(-.4 and lower) 
State Anger, 
Total Hostility 
Femininity, Masculinity, 
Depression, Infrequency, 
Assertiveness, Self-confidence, 
Initiating Assertiveness, 
Defending Assertiveness, 
Frankness, Praise, Requesting 
Help, Refusing Demands, Conflict 
Avoidance, Dependency, 
Shyness, Guilt, Passive 
Acceptance, Revelation, 
Embeddedness-Emanation, 
Synthesis, Active Commitment 
Denial, 
Impression 
Management, 
Negativity 
Shyness, 
Passive 
Acceptance 
Femininity, Slate Anger, 
Depression, Denial, 
Infrequency, Impression 
Management, Assertiveness, 
Initiating Assertiveness, 
Praise, Conflict Avoidance, 
Dependency, Negativity, 
Total Hostility, Revelation, 
Embeddedness-Emanation 
Masculinity, 
Self-confidence, 
Defending 
Assertiveness, 
Frankness, 
Requesting 
Help, Refusing 
Demands, Guilt, 
Synthesis, 
Active 
Commitment 
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Table 29. Continued. 
Higli scores 
Cluster (.4 and higlier) 
Moderate scores 
(.4 to -.4) 
Low scores 
(-.4 and lower) 
5 Femininity, 
Dependency, 
Revelation 
Masculinity, State Anger, 
Depression, Denial, 
Infrequency, Impression 
Management, Assertiveness, 
Initiating Assertiveness, 
Praise, Requesting Help, 
Conflict Avoidance, Shyness, 
Negativity, Guilt, Total 
Hostility, Passive Acceptance, 
Embeddedness-Emanation, 
Synthesis, Active Commitment 
Self-confidence, 
Defending 
Assertiveness, 
Frankness, 
Refusing 
Demands 
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Femininity and Dependency were botii considered low (under -.4) scale scores for 
Cluster 1. In addition, the FIDS scales of Revelation and Syntliesis were low, 
indicating that feminist issues were of less concem for Cluster 1 participants. 
Cluster 2, the group that seemed to express and acknowledge their anger, 
but through less aggressive means, had several high scale means, including 
Femininity, Self-confidence, Refusing Demands, Negativity, and Guilt. Conversely, 
Cluster 2 participants had low scores on State Anger, Depression, Denial, 
Infrequency, Impression Management, Dependency, Shyness, and Total Hostility. 
All of the FIDS scales were in the moderate range for Cluster 2 participants. For 
Cluster 3, the individuals with the highest levels of uncontrolled anger, high scales 
were State Anger and Total Hostility. Low scores were for the Denial, Impression 
Management, and Negativity scales. Similar to Cluster 2, all of the FIDS scales 
were in the moderate range for Cluster 3 participants. 
Cluster 4, the group with the lowest levels of uncontrolled anger and 
moderately high aggression and anger suppression, had high levels of Shyness 
and the FIDS scale of Passive Acceptance. Low scores were many, including 
Masculinity, Self-confidence, Defending Assertiveness, Frankness, Requesting 
Help, Refusing Demands, and Guilt. In addition. Cluster 4 individuals scored low 
on the FIDS scales of Synthesis and Active Commitment. 
For Cluster 5, those with low aggression and moderately low uncontrolled 
anger, but high anger suppression, high scale scores were for the Femininity, 
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Dependency, and FIDS Revelation scales. Low scores were for Self-confidence, 
Defending Assertiveness, Frankness, and Refusing Demands. All of the other 
FIDS scales were in the moderate range for Cluster 5 participants. 
Results of the chi-square analysis indicated that out of all of the 
demographic variables, only the effect of a participant's sex was significant (X^(4, N 
- 386) = 41.54, p < .00001), as presented in Table 30. Members of Clusters 2 
and 5 were mostly women, and members of Clusters 1 and 4 were mostly men. 
Participants in Cluster 3 were mostly women, but consideration of the base rate of 
44.3% men and 55.7% women shows that Cluster 3 is fairly evenly divided in 
terms of sex. The effects of participant's marital status, parental home, place of 
childhood, age, father's level of education, and mother's level of education were 
nonsignificant. 
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Table 30. Chi-square analysis: Cluster by sex frequency table. 
Sex 
Women Men 
Cluster Total N 
n Percent 
of total 
Percent 
of cluster 
n Percent 
of total 
Percent 
of cluster 
1 99 38 9.84 38.38 61 15.80 61.62 
2 87 64 16.58 73.56 23 5.96 26.44 
3 94 51 13.21 54.26 43 11.14 45.74 
4 61 25 6.48 40.98 36 9.33 59.02 
5 45 37 9.59 82.22 8 2.07 17.78 
Note: Degrees of freedom were 4. Overall chi-square = 41.54, p > .00001. 
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DISCUSSION 
The primary aim of this study was to replicate and extend Kopper's (1988) 
work on women and anger. Participants completed a research packet containing 
questionnaires assessing various facets of the experience and expression of anger, 
mental health, and feminist identity. Although all of the measures were self-report, 
it was hoped that ensuring confidentiality and anonymity increased participants' 
willingness to respond in an honest fashion. 
Summary of Results 
The Five Research Hvpotheses 
The first three hypotheses regarded the relationships of sex and sex role to 
an individual's experience and expression of anger. Overall, the results of this 
study provided only limited support for the hypothesized relationships. 
Hypothesis 1 proposed that women and feminine sex-role types have more 
difficulty than men and other sex-role types in acknowledging their own anger. 
Significantly higher trait anger scores but lower anger-out scores for women and 
feminine sex-role types, as opposed to men and the other sex roles, would have 
been consistent with this hypothesis. This was partially supported by the data, as 
the hypothesis was operationalized. Those with masculine sex roles received the 
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highest trait anger and anger expression scores, and the results indicated a trend 
for men to score higher than women on the same variables. However, one could 
argue that lack of acknowledgment of one's own anger could lead to both low trait 
anger scores and low anger expression scores, as was evidenced by both women 
and feminine participants. Thus, the hypothesis was not supported as 
operationalized, but the correct interpretation of the results is unclear. 
Hypothesis 2 proposed that women and feminine sex-role types were more 
likely to suppress their anger. Significantly higher anger suppression scores for 
women and feminine sex-role types, as opposed to men and the other sex roles, 
would have been consistent with this hypothesis. This hypothesis was also not 
supported, as there were no main effects for sex or sex role. However, the results 
did indicate a trend for men and undifferentiated sex-role types to have the highest 
anger suppression scores, which also contradicts the hypothesis. 
The third hypothesis was that women and feminine sex-role types were 
more likely than men and other sex-role types to control their experience of angry 
feelings. Significantly higher anger control scores for women and feminine sex-role 
types, as opposed to men and the other sex roles, would have been consistent 
with this hypothesis. This was partially supported, although there was no 
significant main effect for sex. However, feminine individuals, together with the 
androgynous group, did have the highest anger control scores. 
The final two hypotheses proposed relationships between sex, sex role. 
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anger, and several mental health variables. More specifically. Hypothesis 4 
suggested that women and feminine sex-role types were more likely to express 
anger through depressive symptoms. Significant interactions on any of the anger 
measures with sex or sex role, with means in the appropriate order, would have 
been consistent with this hypothesis. As there were no significant interactions, 
there was no support for this hypothesis. However, the significant main effect for 
sex role provided interesting information regarding the connection between sex role 
and depression. Undifferentiated individuals scored highest on depression, 
androgynous individuals scored lowest, and those with feminine and masculine 
sex-roles had scores that were not significantly different than the two previously 
mentioned groups. 
Hypothesis 5 was that women and feminine sex-role types who have 
difficulty expressing anger were more likely to experience mental health difficulties. 
The IVIANOVA results suggested that sex and sex role did produce meaningful 
differences in the way individuals responded to some of the mental health 
variables, and the ANOVAs provided more detailed insight into the individual 
mental health variables. 
Hypothesis 5, as it was operationalized, was not supported. There were no 
significant interactions, and interactions between sex and sex role and the mental 
health variables were essential to the hypothesis. Therefore, on the basis of these 
results, it cannot be said that women and those with feminine sex roles who have 
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difficulty with their angry feelings also have greater related mental health problems. 
However, despite the lack of significant interactions, the main effects scores 
suggest interesting relationships between and among sex, sex role, and the anger 
and mental health variables, as discussed in the following sections. 
The results did yield interesting insight into sex differences: That is, sex did 
not seem to be an important factor for all of the mental health variables, as 
evidenced by the lack of significant sex differences. Although sex was significant 
for two out of three of the MANOVAs, and just missed significance in the trait 
anger MANOVA, the subsequent ANOVAs did not indicate it was a crucial variable. 
In some cases, men scored significantly higher than women on passive-
aggressiveness and higher on resentment, and lower on self-confidence, but these 
were the only significant differences. Although there were several non-significant 
trends indicated by the data, if one keeps to the .01 e level, it may be concluded 
that sex has little predictive power in terms of mental health scores. It is also 
important to note that many of the mental health scores were in the average range, 
as determined by scale criteria, and therefore even the few statistical differences 
may not have real-world meaning. 
Similarly, there were few significant sex-role differences for the mental 
health variables. Sex role was significant for all three of the MANOVAs, but was 
not significant in the ANOVAs for passive-aggressiveness, conflict avoidance, guilt, 
and resentment scores. For self-confidence, androgynous individuals had higher 
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scores, whereas the other sex-role types had lower self-confidence levels. For 
dependency, feminine individuals scored the highest, masculine and androgynous 
individuals scored the lowest, and undifferentiated types had moderate levels of 
dependency. Although the overall hypothesis was not supported, these results can 
be seen as supportive of the supposition that the feminine sex-role may be related 
to higher levels of the negative mental health variables and lower levels of the 
positive mental health variables. 
Anger and Mental Health 
In addition to the previously described sex and sex role differences, the 
independent variables of trait anger, anger-in, and anger-out produced multiple 
significant effects on the mental health variables. For all participants, high levels of 
anger suppression and trait anger were associated with higher levels of 
depression. This supports the idea that anger, particularly when it is suppressed, 
Is detrimental to mental health. However, it is important to re-emphasize that in 
this study high levels of trait anger as well as suppressed anger were associated 
with higher depression levels, contradicting the popular belief that as long as one 
acknowledges angry feelings, no harm will come to one's internal well-being. For 
the anger-in and trait anger variables, these high depression levels corresponded 
to the mild-moderate levels of depression, whereas all other depression scores 
were in the normal range. These results indicate that those with anger prone 
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personalities as well as those who suppress anger may be more vulnerable to 
feelings of depression. 
The highest levels of trait anger were associated with the highest levels of 
dependency, passive-aggressiveness, and resentment, whereas low levels of trait 
anger were associated with high levels of self-confidence and guilt. High levels of 
anger suppression were obtained by participants with high levels of 
passive-aggressiveness and resentment, and low levels of anger suppression were 
associated with high self-confidence, dependency, and guilt. Lastly, anger 
expression proved to be the least predictive of the three anger variables, with no 
significant differences found for self-confidence, dependency, or conflict avoidance. 
However, the highest levels of passive-aggressiveness, guilt, and resentment were 
associated with higher levels of anger expression. 
It is somewhat difficult to sort out the meaning of all of the anger-related 
findings. However, the pattems of relationships between the anger and mental 
health variables can yield further general insights to the connections between 
anger expression and mental health. In general, high levels of all three anger 
variables were associated with higher levels of the more negative mental health 
variables. Also, higher levels of both self-confidence and guilt were obtained by 
those with lower levels of the three anger variables, perhaps suggesting a greater 
awareness or feeling of responsibility regarding anger behavior. (These described 
trends were slightly less true for the anger-out variable, as anger-out was non­
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significant for self-confidence and dependency.) These results seem a clear 
indication that high levels of trait anger and/or anger suppression are not 
conducive to positive mental health. 
However, it is also important to note that in some instances, there were no 
significant differences on the mental health variables associated with the anger 
variables. Therefore, it is difficult to find a unifying theme that accounts for these 
mixed results, with the exception of the observation that angry people who are 
unable to communicate their anger in an adaptive way may tend to be resentful 
and passive-aggressive. Perhaps the best summary to make of these results is to 
note the omissions-conflict avoidance was not significant for any of the anger 
variables, and the vast majority of the statistical differences did not represent "real 
world" or normative differences. It may be that a broader definition of 
mental health may be needed to fully understand the connections between mental 
health and anger. 
Replication of Cluster Analvsis 
Another aim of this study was the attempt to replicate Kopper's (1988) 
three-factor, five-cluster analysis solution. The two factor analyses were 
remarkably similar, indicating that the anger variables factored together in a fairly 
reliable manner. However, despite similarities to Kopper's (1988) findings, the 
cluster analysis from this research could not be considered a successful 
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replication. 
Participants in this study's Cluster 1 were primarily male and indicated a 
pattem of negative, hostile anger expression with verbal and physical acting-out. 
This group did not seem to be hostile all of the time; rather, when they were angry, 
they reported expressing this anger in a hostile and sometimes physically 
aggressive manner. They reported fairly low anger suppression as well as 
moderate levels of uncontrolled anger. Not surprisingly, this group had some of 
the highest scores on the assertiveness scales; however, they also scored among 
the highest on guilt. It seems that these Cluster 1 participants act out, but are 
aware of it to the degree that they sometimes experience shame regarding their 
actions. Given the male, aggressive acting-out nature of this group, it may be 
that Cluster 1 describes a traditionally male style of anger expression, along the 
lines of Lerner's male venters. 
Those in Cluster 4 were also primarily male and reported relatively high 
levels of aggression. However, they also indicated fairly significant effort towards 
suppression of their anger behavior, and their uncontrolled anger levels were the 
lowest among the five cluster groups. Interestingly, these individuals scored 
among the highest on shyness, depression, and dependency, as well as on the 
FIDS scale of Passive Acceptance. Cluster 4 individuals, although mostly men, 
are reminiscent of Lerner's "nice lady" who may internally experience anger but 
attempt to suppress its expression at all costs. Cluster 4's high depression scores 
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lend credence to the popular theory that internalized, unexpressed anger may be 
experienced as depression. Their low assertiveness and self-confidence scores 
may indicate a group of individuals without the personal resources to advocate for 
themselves, thereby initiating the "de-selfing" process described by Lerner (1985). 
Participants in Cluster 2 were predominantly women who acknowledged and 
expressed their anger, though through less aggressive means. Simply put, the 
Cluster 2 individuals seemed the least angry. They had high scores for virtually all 
of the assertiveness scales, yet also indicated concerns with impression 
management and guilt. Those in Cluster 2 also had the lowest total hostility, 
depression, dependency, and shyness scores. This group seemed to have 
integrated their female identities with positive qualities such as self-confidence and 
assertion. Thus, it may be that Cluster 2 individuals may be the most mentally 
healthy (albeit somewhat self-conscious) of the participant pool. 
Participants in Cluster 3 were a fairly equally distributed number of men and 
women who obtained the highest levels of uncontrolled anger. They reported 
moderate levels of both anger suppression and aggression. This group shared the 
highest masculinity, state anger and total hostility scores, yet also shared the 
highest depression scores. In contrast to the Cluster 1 individuals, they were the 
least concerned with impression management, and reported low levels of guilt. 
This group seemed fairly angry, and although they put little restriction on 
themselves regarding the mode of anger expression, it tended to be more verbal 
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than physical. Although they did report some tendency toward anger suppression, 
their lack of anger control as well as lack of concern about their effects on others 
echo another facet of Lerner's anger venters. The connection of little anger 
control, high state anger, and high total hostility with high depression and 
dependency scores also lends further support to the idea that excessive venting of 
anger may be as detrimental to personal mental health as excessive anger 
suppression. 
Participants in Cluster 5 were mostly women who reported the highest 
anger suppression levels. These individuals also had fairly low levels of 
uncontrolled anger and the lowest aggression scores. They were among the most 
dependent, the least assertive, the least self-confident, and had the highest level of 
femininity. Cluster 5 is also reminiscent of Lerner's "nice ladies," similar to the 
Cluster 4 participants. However, the Cluster 5 women may be at the edge of 
finding their anger, given their endorsement of the FIDS Revelation scale. 
Although their aggression scores were low, one wonders what would happen if less 
effort was put towards anger suppression. However, consistent with the theoretical 
description of the transitional Revelation stage. Cluster 5 individuals continued to 
exhibit many stereotypical female values, such as high dependency and low 
assertiveness. It would be particularly interesting to re-test the Cluster 5 
individuals for feminist identity in a few years, and see if they had progressed 
further in the theoretical model. 
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As mentioned at the beginning of this section, despite some similarities 
between individual clusters, this study only partially replicated Kopper's (1988) 
cluster analysis. It does appear, however, that different patterns of expressing and 
experiencing anger exist, and that these patterns are strongly affected by sex and 
sex role, and can themselves impact on mental health. 
One general finding of Kopper's (1988) that was echoed in some of these 
results was the connection between modulated anger expression and positive 
mental health. Particularly for women, expressed yet controlled anger was 
associated with high levels of the positive mental health variables and lower levels 
of the more negative variables. Conversely, women with high levels of both trait 
anger and anger suppression were more vulnerable to a myriad of mental health 
difficulties. This was somewhat true for men in this study as well. The men who 
reported efforts toward anger control had somewhat less mental health problems, 
although they were also more depressed than the men who did not attempt to 
control their anger. 
This study's cluster analysis results do seem to provide support for the 
anger expression styles that Lerner (1985) and many others have described; 
assertive, aggressive, and passive. Further replication work should be done to 
attempt to validate this clinically-based model with research data. 
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Extension of Kopoer (1988) 
In addition to attempting to replicate Kopper's (1988) work, this study 
attempted to extend it as well. More specifically, this study used the Feminist 
Identity Development Scale in an effort to explain the differences among women's 
anger expression and experience in a developmental framework. Because 
Kopper's (1988) cluster solution was not replicated, this is somewhat of moot point. 
However, certain clusters were associated with particular FIDS scales-such as 
Cluster 5 participants scoring highest on Revelation, and the "nice ladies" of 
Cluster 4 receiving high Passive Acceptance scores. This indicated that the FIDS 
was able to provide some additional explanation power to the existing model and 
may be a good inclusion in future attempts to refine the model. In addition, 
important work towards validating the FIDS was done as a part of this research. 
Clearly, for the FIDS to be widely used, further work on the instrument is needed, 
and it is hoped that such refinement and validation of the FIDS will continue. 
Limitations 
It is important to note the limitations of this study in order to fully understand 
the implications of the results. The sample size and distribution precluded some of 
the desired analyses, such as the three-way interactions in the ANOVAs and 
MANOVAs. Also, the lack of replication of the cluster analysis solution meant that 
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the results could not in any manner be construed as confirmatory. Therefore, the 
results are descriptive and do not imply causation in any way. 
The reliance on self-report measures always introduces the possibility of 
biased data, whether on a deliberate or unintended level. It is hoped that the 
promise of anonymity and confidentiality, in addition to the screening of 
participants' data for invalid profiles, reduced at least the intentional subjectivity 
produced by response bias. 
It is also important to keep in mind the distinction between a statistical and 
real-world significance. As many of the mental health scores in this study were in 
the average or normal range, it is difficult to say with certainty whether the 
previously described statistical differences would be meaningful for a client or 
therapist. Certainly, hypotheses can be generated from these results, but 
actualities will need to be investigated on an individual basis or through further 
research. 
The generalizability of the results from this study is also limited. The 
overwhelming majority of participants were single, Euro-American college students 
under the age of 21. Although the results of this study may pose new questions 
for other ethnic and age groups, it is important to note that the results may not be 
relevant for much of the world's population. 
Lastly, a recent article raises the possibility that the very building block of 
this and much other research, the Q > .05 significance level (or .01, as used in this 
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research), might have been used incorrectly. Cohen (1994) wrote an interesting 
paper cataloging the problems with null hypothesis testing--"the near-universal 
misinterpretation that is false, the misinterpretation that its complement is the 
probability of successful replication, and the mistaken assumption that if one 
rejects H^, one thereby affirms the theory that lead to the test" (p. 997). Although 
this study did attempt to perform what Cohen asserted is the answer to many null 
hypothesis problems-replication--his arguments do raise the question of what to do 
with results that are not replicated, such as in this study. The short answer is to 
not overinterpret nor generalize any findings that have not been replicated many 
times, a guideline which this author will attempt to follow in the next few sections. 
Implications 
In a general sense, this study offers support for many well-established 
psychological theories—sex roles have some impact on behavior, anger expression 
and experience is associated with mental health, and some mental health variables 
show significant gender differences. However, this study failed in the ability to 
make specific confirmatory statements about the above noted relationships. 
Rather, this study raised more questions than answered them. 
This study re-emphasized the importance of sex roles, and their predictive 
power over sex. Although there were some sex differences noted in the results. 
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significant sex role differences were evident for many of the dependent variables. 
In particular, the relationships between an individual's sex role and her or his level 
of anger proneness, expression, control, and suppression, speak to a powerful 
connection between sex role and anger behavior. The exact mechanism of this 
connection is currently unclear--for instance, is it the natural behavioral tendencies 
of an individual or rather the fear of social sanction that determines sex role and 
consequently anger behavior? In addition, this study indicated that sex role is an 
important factor in a variety of mental health issues. Although it is difficult to 
imagine a time when researchers do not perform analyses looking at sex 
differences, this study lends support to the position that more research emphasis 
should be placed on societally-influenced variables like sex role as opposed to 
strictly biological variables such as sex. 
One factor in the difficulty of interpreting the anger variables for women may 
be how anger and aggression were measured in this study. Although this study 
explicitly intended to look at sex and sex role differences, a recent article argues 
that measuring male and female aggression on the same scale is a mistake. 
White and Kowalski (1994) suggested that viewing male and female aggression 
from within the gendered social/power structure may result in interpreting the same 
aggressive behavior differently for men and women. This is an intriguing idea, for 
it proposes studying aggression in precisely the opposite way it was studied here. 
(In this study, men and women took the same anger and aggression measures. 
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and then these results were analyzed on the basis of sex and sex-role 
differences.) Although it currently seems a psychometric nightmare to develop a 
such a scale, White and Kowalski's ideas may have relevance for this study's 
results as well as future research. 
This study also re-raised questions about the concept of psychological 
androgyny. Although some of the results did support Bem's (1975) claim that 
those with androgynous sex roles were the most psychologically healthy, such as 
androgynous participants having the highest levels of self-confidence and sharing 
the lowest levels of trait anger, other results were mixed. There tended to be more 
significant sex-role differences in the anger variables than in the mental health 
variables in this study, so it is difficult to make a specific conclusion along the lines 
of Bem's statement. The most accurate summary is that in general, androgynous 
and masculine individuals together tended to fare better in terms of mental health 
than did the feminine and undifferentiated types. Therefore, this study was unable 
to shed significant light on androgyny, other than to once again suggest its 
potential importance. It may be time to revisit the concept of psychological 
androgyny, and begin to once again study it in eamest. 
Although one of this study's goals was to explore the relationship between 
feminist identity and anger expression, it is difficult to draw conclusions from the 
data. It does seem that level of feminist identity development, as well relevance of 
the concept in general, varied across the clusters. Cluster 5 women seemed to be 
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in the early stages of feminist identity development, and were less self-confident 
and assertive. Similarly, the shy, non-assertive individuals of Cluster 4 scored 
highest on the scale representing the first stage of feminist identity development. 
However, for the majority of the clusters, feminist identity development was 
not an important concept in understanding anger expression style. This may 
indicate that for some people, anger is intrinsically linked to feminist issues, but for 
others it is not. This idea is supported by the fact that there were not many 
significant differences among the FIDS scales across the clusters, but there did 
seem to be a difference in how participants responded to the FIDS as a whole. In 
other words, some clusters uniformly had high or low FIDS scale scores, 
regardless of the particular scale. It would be interesting to perform a similar study 
with all women participants, to see if the FIDS might have more relevance for all-
female anger styles. It may be that feminist identity is simply not a helpful concept 
for what may be predominantly "male" styles of anger expression. 
Another complicating issue may have been the homogeneous sample. Had 
there been more diversity, particularly in terms of age, there may have been more 
of a representation of the feminist identity development spectrum. It is also 
difficult, given the FIDS newness, to sort out whether this lack of ability to draw 
clear conclusions is due to the instrument or to the level of conceptual relevance. 
The replication of Kopper's (1988) factor analysis does indicate that the 
anger variables can be conceptualized into three fairly reliable factors; 1) negative. 
138 
aggressive expression of anger, at times featuring verbal and physical acting-out; 
2) anger that is experienced but suppressed; and 3) uncontrolled anger, with less 
physical expression. Although this solution seems fairly reliable, it is important to 
note that it may not be considering all facets of anger behavior. In order to further 
validate this factor solution, as well as deepen the scientific understanding of anger 
expression and experience, further psychometric work utilizing additional anger and 
non-anger instruments should be performed. 
The results of this study have implications for clinicians as well as 
researchers. Based on the results of both this and Kopper's (1988) work, it is 
evident that both men and women can express anger in ineffective ways. 
However, the data indicate that the manner of ineffectiveness may be different for 
men and women, as well as for the different sex-role classifications. Consideration 
of these potentially different antecedents, for anger behavior as well as the more 
general mental health issues, is important for therapists. For instance, one may 
need a very different plan for teaching assertiveness to an androgynous man as 
opposed to a feminine woman. Or, a depressed feminine individual may benefit 
from exploration of his or her sex-role behavior, whereas sex role may not be as 
much of an issue for a man engaging in conflict avoidance. 
Much work has been done on the impact of sex roles on the counseling 
process, much of which has relevance to this discussion. Gilligan (1982, 1984) 
conceptualized sex role problems for women as conflicts between the need for self 
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care and care for others. Women are often given only two possible responses to 
this conflict-to act in a traditionally male way, or to become a "supenwoman." The 
solution, advised Gilligan, is to approach therapy for such conflicts in both the 
affective and cognitive modes. In this way, therapists can validate the connection 
needs while simultaneously acknowledging the real constraints of a client's life 
situation. Men may experience a similar conflict, although for men the need to 
care for and connect with others may be viewed much more harshly, as a 
weakness. In this case, the therapist can serve as a role model as well as a 
facilitator, helping the client integrate both "voices" of development. 
Another Interesting factor potentially impacting on the results of this research 
as well as the work of clinicians is the theorized differential impact of sex roles on 
women and men (Lee & Scheurer, 1983). It has been hypothesized that sex role 
expectations are reacted to and experienced in different ways based on gender. 
For instance, it may be that, a la Bem, the androgynous role may be the most 
mentally healthy for women, who may have the social flexibility to behave in 
traditionally male ways. However, this flexibility may not be afforded to men, who 
may fare better in the masculine role. Therefore, it may not be appropriate nor 
accurate to make assumptions about which is the most mentally healthy sex role 
across gender. This is an interesting but tricky twist to consider: It emphasizes 
the importance of sex roles but also calls researchers and therapists alike to 
differentially assess this importance for individual situations. 
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However, while it is important to recognize the impact of variables such as 
sex role on clients' lives, O'Neil (1981) offered a warning regarding the over-
interpretation of sex role differences. Although much popular knowledge related to 
sex role and sex role socialization has been supported through research, much has 
not. Despite years of work, the current body of sex role research is far from 
conclusive. Therefore, although sex role theory can be a helpful conceptualization 
tool, "knowledge" related to unfounded sex role differences can lead to 
discrimination or misinterpretation. A good example of this is an article by Johnson 
and Brock (1989), in which the authors advocated for "gender specific therapy," 
which means having the same-sex therapist as client. These authors seemed to 
buy into all of the negative gender role stereotypes, with comments such as "A big 
difficulty getting 'nomriar men into therapy is men's inclination towards denial" (p. 
50). Therefore, therapists must be vigilant about recognizing and appreciating sex 
role issues while also not allowing this perspective to blot out other significant parts 
of the client's presentation. 
Despite the lack of validation for the FIDS in this research, the theoretical 
model of feminist identity development remains valuable when conceptualizing 
therapeutic work with women. McNamara and Rickard (1989) described the 
feminist identity model as the "framework...for successful feminist therapy" (p. 184) 
and offered an enlightening discussion of what is needed by clients at each stage. 
At Stage 1-Passive Acceptance, clients may be in conflict with the feminist therapy 
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value place on an egalitarian approach to the therapeutic relationship. These 
clients will likely be looking to the therapist as an expert, and may not be interested 
in examining the social roots of their problems. McNamara and Rickard advised 
therapists to be explicit about attempts to equalize the relationship, to move at the 
client's pace, and to be consistently vigilant in checking out client reactions to the 
use of, for instance, self-disclosure. Stage 2--Revelation clients often need anger 
management assistance and affirmation. However, this newly discovered anger 
can be an energizing force for change, which can be well utilized in the therapeutic 
process. Stage 2 clients are also often particularly appropriate for group work, as 
they may be particularly interested in fostering relationships with other women and 
receiving and giving validation. 
McNamara and Rickard (1989) described Stage 3--Embeddedness-
Emanation clients as also needing connections with other women, as they may be 
looking for the safety of an all-female culture. However, therapists must be careful 
to confront dualistic thinking about men, and begin to help clients discriminate 
between the patriarchical system and individual men in the clients' lives. Stage 4-
Synthesis and Stage 5~Active Commitment are times for clients to differentiate 
between the feminist party line" and their own beliefs. Therefore, therapists can 
best serve women by facilitating and validating this self-integration process. Lastly, 
it is important to recognize that feminist identity may be a somewhat cyclical 
process, where women may fall back to earlier stages when faced with life 
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stressors. Due to this facet of the identity development, it remains essential for 
therapists to monitor clients' level of feminist identity, as well as their own, 
throughout the therapy process. 
Future research regarding anger expression and experience, considering the 
impact of sex roles and examining mental health status, is certainly warranted. It 
seems that the conceptualization of anger behavior has been somewhat refined, 
through this and Kopper's work. The next step will be to better define how mental 
health will be operationalized and tested, in order to provide and test a more 
comprehensive view of mental health. This may be better infonned by the 
inclusion of clinical as well as objective data. In addition, such research will ideally 
be done with groups other than college students, to maximize the generalizability 
and meaningfulness of the results. 
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Instructions for Research Sessions 
First, get the graduate student master key from Wilma and let 
yourself into my office. The box on top of the TV will have 
the research materials in it. I  will try and make sure that it 
is packed with all the right materials, but with back-to-back 
sessions, supplies may be depleted. For each administration, 
you wi11 need: 
25 green answer sheets 
50 brown answer sheets 
50 extra credit sheets 
25 informed consents 
25 feedback sheets 
25 debriefing sheets 
40 research packets (20 male, 20 female) 
extra pencils 
You may want to check the box for these materials before you do 
your session. Extras of everything can be found on my 
bookshelves. 
When you leave my office, turn off the lights and lock the 
door. Return key to Wilma. Pick up the white copy of the 
sign-up sheet from the sign-up board and take it with. Go to 
the site of your session, preferably 5-10 minutes before it is 
scheduled to begin. Write "Experiment #43" in large letters on 
the board so that participants know they're in the right place. 
Before you begin, ask if anyone needs a pencil and hand them 
out if necessary. Read the following directions (or the 
equivalent): 
Good morning/afternoon! My name is and I'd like to 
thank you for coming today. This is experiment 43 and I  wi11 
be asking you to fill out several questionnaires contained in 
survey packet. I  appreciate your willingness to help us out 
with this dissertation research—today's session should take 
approximately 1 1/2 to 2 hours. 
[Hand out the following to every participant: 
consent form \ 
feedback sheet \ I 'll try to have these 
1 extra credit sheet I organized in mini-packets 
1 green answer sheet / 
2 brown answer sheets / 
survey packet (by gender)] 
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I'd like to direct your attention to the sheet titled "Consent 
Form." Because of it's importance, I  am going to read it aloud 
and I  ask that you follow along with me. (Read consent form.) 
Any questions? If there are no (more) questions, please sign 
and date the Consent Form in the spaces provided at the bottom. 
When you are finished, please hand them forward to me. Handing 
in your Consent Form now assures that your name will not be 
associated with your responses. The information you provide is 
anonymous and will remain confidential. 
Next, please look at the sheet titled Feedback Sheet. If you 
desire feedback regarding the results of your questionnaires, 
record the number on the answer sheet on the Feedback Sheet and 
take it with you. This number is the only way of identifying 
which questionnaire answers are yours. The sheet also tells 
you how to go about obtaining feedback. 
There are several questionnaires in the survey packet, each 
with their own instructions. Please carefully read and follow 
instructions. There are no right or wrong answers. You will 
notice that you have 3 answer sheets, 1 green and 2 brown. You 
will begin with the green answer sheet and then move on to the 
brown ones. The instructions in the survey packet will let you 
know when it is time to change answer sheets. 
At this time I  would like you to look at the green answer 
sheet. In the Grade Category section, I  would like you to 
indicate your year in school using the following code: 
1 = freshman 4 = senior 
2 = sophomore 5 = other 
3 = junior 
Do not fill in the sections for name, identification number, 
etc., on the answer sheets. 
Please begin now by carefully reading the instructions for the 
questionnaires and marking your responses on the appropriate 
answer sheet. When you have responded to all of the questions 
please return your materials to me. Please begin. 
(When people are done, hand them a debriefing sheet and a 
second extra credit sheet.) 
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When an participants are done, erase the board and head back 
to Wilma for the key. (If you're doing a session that ends 
after 5pm, I'n meet you at the end of the session so you can 
get into my office.) Pick up the pink copy of the sign-up 
sheet from the bunetin board. Upon arriving in my office, 
please sort answer sheets, informed consents, and both copies 
of the sign-up sheets into the appropriate piles on my 
bookshelves. Leave the research packets and pencils in the 
session box. If we are getting low on any supplies, please 
leave me a note on my desk. Also, I  welcome any other feedback 
on times of sessions, administration procedures, etc. Turn off 
lights, lock the door, and return the key to Wilma. 
THANKS!!!!!!!! —Sue 
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APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
Consent Form 
The purpose of this statement is to give you information to 
help you decide whether you wish to participate in a doctoral 
dissertation project investigating people's experience and 
expression of their feelings. You are asked to complete a 
questionnaire packet which should take one and one-half to two 
hours to complete. You are offered one research credit for each 
hour you participate. 
There are no known risks to you and all of your answers will 
be treated with strict regard for your confidentiality. Your 
name will not be associated with the research data. You do, 
however, have an opportunity to receive feedback on your 
individual answers, based on your answer sheet number (see 
Feedback Sheet). Participation in this research is completely 
voluntary and you may withdraw at any time without loss of 
research credit for the time you have spent. 
If you have any questions now or at a later time, please 
raise your hand. Due to the length of participation, feel free 
to take necessary restroom breaks. However, please do not 
discuss the study or questionnaire with other participants. 
Thank you for your time and assistance. 
I  HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD THE ABOVE INFORMATION, AND VOLUNTARILY 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE UNDER THE CONDITIONS DESCRIBED. 
Signature of Participant Today's Date 
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APPENDIX C: RESEARCH PACKET 
166 
The research instruments in the following survey packet are: 
1. Demographic questionnaire (Kopper, 1988) 
2. Bem Sex-Role Inventory (Bern, 1981) 
3. State-Trait Anger Scale (Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983) 
4. Anger Expression Scale (Spielberger, 1986) 
5. Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, 1978) 
6. Interpersonal Behavior Sun/ey (Mauger & Adkinson, 1980) 
7. Feminist Identity Development Scale (Bargad & Hyde, 1991) 
h 
Form 1 - 1 
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Instructions for Questionnaires 
There are several questionnaires on the attached pages, each with their own 
Instructions. Please carefully read and follow instructions. Mark a11 answers on the 
appropriate answer sheet. When you have responded to a11 of the questions, return all 
materials to the experimenter. 
For the first 114 questions, mark you responses on the GREEN answer sheet. Please 
begin now by reading the Instructions for the first questionnaire and marking your 
responses on the GREEN answer sheet. 
Form 1-2 
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Please provide the following demographic information about yourself by filling in the 
correct information on the answer sheet: 
1. Sex: 1. Female 
2. Hale 
2. Race: 1. Caucasian 
2. Black 
3. Hispanic 
4. Native American 
5. Oriental 
6. Other 
3. Age: 1. Younger than 17 
2. 17 
3. 18 
4. 19 
5. 20 
6. 21 
7. 22 
8. 23 
9. 24 
10. 25 or older, please specify exact age in columns I and J in 
the section for IDENTIFICATION NUMBER. 
4. Marital Status: 1. Single-Never Harried 
2. Single-Separated 
3. Divorced 
4. Married 
5. Widowed 
6. Living with significant other 
5. Father's Education: 1. Less than High School 
2. High School Graduate 
3. Some College 
4. College Graduate 
6. Mother's Education: 1. Less than High School 
2. High School Graduate 
3. Some College 
4. College Graduate 
7. Parental Home: 1. Severe Discord 
2. Divorce 
3. Death of Parent 
4. Death of Sibling 
5. Severe Economic Difficulty 
6. Other Stress 
7. None of the Above 
8. Place of Childhood: 1. Urban 
2. Suburban 
3. Rural 
4. Other 
Form 1 - 3 
Instructions 169 
Listed below are a number of characteristics. Using the scale on this page, please 
decide how true each of the characteristics is of you. Indicate your decision by marking 
the appropriate number from the scale on the green answer sheet. Be sure to respond to 
each item. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Never or Usually Sometimes Occasionally Often 
almost nsJL true but infre- true true 
never quently 
true true 
Usually Always or 
true almost 
always 
true 
9. Defend my own beliefs 
10. Affectionate 
11. Conscientious 
12. Independent 
13. Sympathetic 
14. Hoody 
15. Assertive 
16. Sensitive to needs of others 
17. Reliable 
18. Strong Personality 
19. Understanding 
20. Jealous 
21. Forceful 
22. Compassionate 
23. Truthful 
24. Have leadership abilities 
25. Eager to soothe hurt feelings 
26. Secretive 
27. Willing to take risks 
28. Warm 
29. Adaptable 
30. Dominant 
31. Tender 
32. Conceited 
33. Willing to take a stand 
34. Love children 
35. Tactful 
36. Aggressive 
37. Gentle 
38. Conventional 
170 
Directions; A number of statements that people use to describe themselves are given 
below. Read each statement and then blacken the appropriate space on the answer sheet to 
Indicate how you feel right now. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too 
much time on any one statement but give the answer which seems to describe your present 
feelings best. 
NOT HODER- VERY 
AT SOME- ATELY MUCH 
Aa ijUAI Ifi 
39. I an furious 12 3 4 
40. I an annoyed 12 3 4 
41. I feel like banging on the table 12 3 4 
42. I feel angry 12 3 4 
43. I feel aggravated 12 3 4 
44. I feel irritated ^ 12 3 4 
45. I feel like yelling at somebody 12 3 4 
46. 1 feel like breaking things 12 3 4 
47. I an resentful 1 2 3 -4 
48. I an mad 12 3 4 
49. I feel like I'm about to explode 12 3 4 
50. I feel frustrated 12 3 4 
51. I feel like hitting someone 12 3 4 
52. I am burned up 1 2 3 4 
53. I feel like swearing 12 3 4 
171 Form 1-5 
Directions; A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are 
given below. Read each statement and then blacken the approprlatie space on the answer 
sheet to Indicate how you aenpranv feel. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not 
spend too much time on any one statement but give the answer which seems to describe how 
you generally feel. 
AUWST SOME- ALMOST 
asm IMS. QEIEti ALWAYS 
54. I am quick tempered 12 3 
55. I get annoyed when I am singled out for 
correction 12 3 
56. 1 am a hotheaded person 12 3 
57. I have a fiery temper 12 3 
58. I feel angry 12 3 
59. I feel Irritated 12 3 
60. I get angry when I'm slowed down by others' 
mistakes 1 2 3 
61. I feel annoyed when I am not given recognition 
for doing good work 12 3 
62. I fly off the handle 12 3 
63. When I get mad, I say nasty things 12 3 
64. People who think they are always right 
Irritate me 12 3 
65. When I get frustrated, I feel like hitting 
someone 12 3 
66. I feel Infuriated when I do a good Job and get 
a poor evaluation 12 3 
67. It makes my blood boll when I am pressured 1 2 3 
68. It makes me furious when I am criticized In 
front of others 12 3 
172 Form 1-6 
Directions; Everyone feels angry or furious from time to time, but people differ in the 
Mays that they react when they are angry. A number of statements are listed below which 
people have used to describe their reactions when they feel anorv or furious. Read each 
statement and then blacken the appropriate number on the answer sheet that indicates how 
often you aenerallv react or behave In the manner described. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Do not spend too much time on any one statement. 
MA MSI M £YSM 
69. I control my temper 
70. I express my anger 
71. I keep things In 
72. I an patient with others. 
73. I pout or sulk 
74. I withdraw from people 
75. I make sarcastic remarks to others. 
76. I keep my cool 
77. I do things like si an doors 
78. I boll Inside, but I don't show It. 
79. I control my behavior 
80. I argue with others 
81. I tend to harbor grudges that I don't tell anyone 
about 
82. 
83. 
84. 
85. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
89. 
90. 
91. 
I strike out at whatever Infuriates me.... 
I can stop myself from losing my temper... 
I am secretly quite critical of others.... 
I an angrier than I an willing to admit... 
I calm down faster than most other people. 
I say nasty things 
I try to be tolerant and understanding 
I'm Irritated a great deal more than people are 
aware of 
I lose my temper. 
If someone annoys me, I'm apt to tell him or her 
how I feel 
92. I control my angry feelings. 
Almost Some-
Never times 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
Almost 
Qfiia Always 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
173 Form 1-7 
Instriictlons; On this questionnaire are groups of statements. Please read each group of 
statenents carefully. Then pick out the one statement In each group which best describes 
the way you have been feeling the PAST WEEK, INCLUDING TOOAYl Indicate your choice by 
blackening the appropriate circle on the answer sheet. If several statements in the group 
seem to apply equally well, fill in each one on the answer sheet. sure read iU ihs 
statements Jji £i£ti qrgtiP before making ^ SUC choice. 
93. 1 I do not feel sad. 
2 I feel sad. 
3 I an sad all the time and I can't snap out of it. 
4 I am so sad or unhappy that I can't stand it. 
94. 1 I an not particularly discouraged about the future. 
2 I feel discouraged about the future. 
3 I feel I have nothing to look forward to. 
4 I feel that the future is hopeless and that things cannot improve. 
95. 1 I do not feel like a failure. 
2 I feel I have failed more than the average person. 
3 As I look back on my life, all I can see is a lot of failures. 
4 I feel I an a complete failure as a person. 
96. 1 I get as much satisfaction out of things as I used to. 
2 I don't enjoy things the way I used to. 
3 I don't get real satisfaction out of anything anymore. 
4 I am dissatisfied or bored with everything. 
97. 1 I don't feel particularly guilty. 
2 I feel guilty a good part of the time. 
3 I feel quite guilty most of the time. 
4 I feel guilty all of the time. 
98. 1 I don't feel I an being punished. 
2 I feel I may be punished. 
3 I expect to be punished. 
4 I feel I am being punished. 
99. 1 I don't feel disappointed in myself. 
2 I am disappointed in myself. 
3 I am disgusted with myself. 
4 I hate myself. 
100. 1 I don't feel I an any worse than anybody else. 
2 I an critical of myself for my weaknesses or mistakes. 
3 I blame myself all the time for my faults. 
4 I blame myself for everything bad that happens. 
101. 1 I don't have any thoughts of killing myself. 
2 I have thoughts of killing myself, but I would not carry them out. 
3 I would like to kill myself. 
4 I would kill myself if I had the chance. 
102. 1 I don't cry any more than usual. 
2 I cry more now than I used to. 
3 I cry all the time now. 
4 I used to be able to cry, but now I can't cry even though I want to. 
174 Form 1-8 
103. 1 I am no more iritated now than I ever am. 
2 I get annoyed or Irritated more easily than I used to. 
3 I feel Irritated all the time now. 
4 I don't get Irritated at all by the things that used to irritate me. 
104. 1 I have not lost Interest In other people. 
2 I am less Interested In other people than I used to be. 
3 I have lost most of AY Interest In other people. 
4 I have lost all of iqy Interest In other people. 
105. 1 I make decisions about as well as I ever could. 
2 1 put off making decisions more than I used to. 
3 I have greater difficulty In making decisions than before. 
4 I can't make decisions at all anymore. 
106. 1 I don't feel I look any worse than I used to. 
2 I an worried that I am looking old or unattractive. 
3 I feel that there are permanent changes in my appearance that make me look 
unattractive. 
4 I believe that I look ugly. 
107. 1 I can work about as well as before. 
2 It takes an extra effort to get started at doing something. 
3 I have to push iqyself very hard to do anything. 
4 I can't do any work at all. 
108. 1 I can sleep as well as usual. 
2 I don't sleep as well as I used to. 
3 I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find it hard to get back to sleep. 
4 I wake up several hours earlier than I used to and cannot get back to sleep. 
109. 1 I don't get more tired than usual. 
2 I get tired more easily than I used to. 
3 I get tired from doing almost anything. 
4 I an too tired to do anything. 
110. 1 Hy appetite is no worse than usual. 
2 Hy appetite is not as good as it used to be. 
3 Ny appetite is much worse now. 
4 I have no appetite at all anymore. 
111. 1 I haven't lost much weight, if any, lately. 
2 I have lost more than 5 pounds. 
3 I have lost more than 10 pounds. 
4 I have lost more than IS pounds. 
112. 1 I an purposely trying to lose weight by eating less. 
2 I am not purposely trying to lose weight by eating less. 
113. 1 I an no more worried about my health than usual. 
2 I an worried about physical problems such as aches and pains; or upset stomach; 
or constipation. 
3 I an very worried about physical problems and It's hard to think of much else. 
4 I am so worried about my physical problems that I cannot think about anything 
else. 
175 Form 1 - 9 
114. 1 I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex. 
2 I am less interested In sex than I used to be. 
3 I an muchuch less Interested in sex now. 
4 I have lost Interest In sex completely. 
Please respond to the remaining questions on the 2 BROWM ans>rar sheets, beginning with the 
BROWM answer sheet with the letter "A" written in the upper right hand corner. • 
176 Form 1-10 
DIRECTIONS: Read each of the following items carefully and decide how well it describes 
you. There are NO right or wrong answers. If you feel that the item describes you fairly 
well or is correct most of the time, fill in the circle labeled 1 for true on your answer 
sheet. If you feel that the item description is very much unlike yourself or is wrong 
most of the time, fill in the circle labeled 2 for false. 
In recording your answers on the answer sheet, be sure that the number of the 
statement agrees with the number on the answer sheet. Make your marks heavy and black. 
Erase completely any answer you wish to change. Make only one response to each statement. 
Do not make any marks on this booklet. 
1 - IBUL. 2 - £ALSE 
E f i B I I  
1. I say what I want to say in most situations. 
2. When I play in a game, I really don't care whether I win or lose. 
3. Much of the time I am too easily influenced by my friends. 
4. I rarely lose my temper. 
5. Sometimes I decide to finish a task tomorrow, even when I know I should 
probably do it today. 
6. I give up too easily when others say I can't succeed. 
7. It is very Important to me to be able to speak my mind. 
8. It is never all right to harm someone else. 
9. I frequently interrupt people who bore me by talking too much. 
10. Sometimes getting into trouble is worth it because It upsets my family so much. 
11. Sometimes I blame others when things go wrong. 
12. There are times when I would enjoy making someone I dislike look foolish 
in front of others. 
13. I usually do not speak until spoken to by others. 
14. I try not to give people a hard time. 
15. I don't believe I have a right to get back at a member of my family who treats me 
unfairly. 
16. I probably would sneak into a movie theater If I knew I would not be caught. 
17. I would speak out in a meeting to oppose those who I feel are wrong. 
18. I never deliberately hurt another person's feelings. 
19. I get mad easily. 
Fonn 1-11 
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20. If a friend was unable to keep a promise to do something, I would probably be 
understanding rather than angry. 
Zl. I get embarrassed easily. 
22. Sometimes I feel like swearing. 
23. I am quick to give my opinions in class discussions. 
24. Sometimes I take my anger out on my friends. 
25. Because I hide my true feelings from others, most people don't know when they have 
hurt me. 
26. I often avoid members of the opposite sex because I fear doing or saying the wrong 
thing. 
27. Some people think I have a violent temper. 
28. I make sure that people know where I stand on an Issue. 
29. I don't try to get even when another person does something against me. 
30. I enjoy making people angry. 
31. There are times when I am not completely honest with people about my true feelings. 
32. There are times when I would enjoy hurting people I love. 
33. I have questioned public speakers on occasion. 
34. I often worry that others will not approve of my conduct. 
35. I often become angered and upset by members of my family for no good reason. 
36. I never make fun of people who do things I feel are stupid. 
37. I don't like to hurt other people's feelings, even when I have been hurt. 
38. Sometimes I get angry. 
PART 11 
39. I rarely criticize other people. 
40. I find it difficult to compliment or praise others. 
41. I resent having members of my family give me orders. 
42. When I am praised for doing something better than others, 1 feel uncomfortable. 
43. I don't worry about what others think of me. 
Font) 1 - 12 
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44. I sometimes feel that my opinion is not very important. 
45. I tend to help many of my friends make decisions. 
46. When I see a person doing a bad job on something, I usually speak right up and let 
him or her know it. 
47. I seldom argue with others. 
48. I am not sure that I could be a good leader. 
49. I feel that I am good at handling group discussions. 
50. I usually tell people off when they disagree with me. 
51. I dislike watching violent TV shows. 
52. I have at times embarrassed a friend just to get his or her reaction. 
53. Sometimes you can't help hurting others to get ahead. 
54. At times I have hit my girlfriend (wife) or boyfriend (husband) during an argument. 
55. I have made fun of a teacher or boss who I thought was stupid. 
56. I enjoy giving orders and being the boss. 
57. I don't like to speak to people with authority, such as teachers, police officers, 
or bosses. 
58. When a close and respected relative annoys me, I usually hide my true feelings. 
59. I am regarded by others as a good leader. 
60. When arguing with my girlfriend (wife) or boyfriend (husband), I never give in 
until I have won. 
61. I would not hit back if a friend hit me first. 
62. I find it easy to express my love and affection to others. 
63. I would enjoy making a fool of a teacher or boss who had previously cut me down in 
front of other people. 
64. I don't like to win when I have to hurt people in order to do it. 
65. I am likely to go along with what others want to do. 
66. I don't like to see anyone punished. 
67. When a friend does something that hurts me deeply, I would rather get even than 
let him or her know of my deep hurt. 
68. I have seldom taken the lead in organizing projects. 
Fonn 1 - 13 
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69. I often apologize for myself. 
70. A person who says something stupid deserves to be put down. 
71. I take care of my own needs and don't worry much about others. 
72. I frequently pretend not to notice people I know unless they speak to me first. 
73. If after leaving a store I discovered that I had been shortchanged, I would go 
back and ask for the rest of my change. 
74. I need to learn to stop letting people push me around. 
75. In most situations I would rather listen than talk. 
76. I usually say something to a person who I feel has been unfair. 
77. I feel that in life you push or you are shoved. 
78. I would have a hard time telling someone that I no longer wish to date him or her. 
79. I often allow people to push me around. 
80. If I had a brother or sister who did poorly in school, I would make sure that he 
or she knew that I was smarter. 
81. I thirtk that you can get ahead in the world without having to step on others. 
82. I seem to lose a lot of arguments. 
83. There are times when force is necessary to get things done. 
84. If I like a teacher at school or a supervisor at work, I usually tell him or her. 
85. I find it difficult to say "no" to a salesperson. 
86. When playing a team sport, such as basketball, I feel that it is okay to take out 
my anger physically on my opponents. 
87. I tend to follow the suggestions of others when I am with a group of people. 
88. If I were interrupted in the middle of an important conversation, I would ask the 
person to wait until I had finished. 
89. I find it difficult to stand up for my rights. 
90. I would not return a defective item for fear the store manager would claim I broke 
it. 
91. I just don't know what to say when someone says something nice to me. 
92. I am afraid to refuse to do favors for friends for fear that they will not like me. 
93. I would be afraid of being in a fist fight. 
Form 1-14 
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94. Rather than ask for a favor, I will do without. 
95. I would not question a salesperson about the price of an article, even if it 
seemed too high. 
96. I would state what I think is right, even if someone I respect had just said 
something different. 
97. I enjoy being involved in a good argument. 
98. It is not right to hurt others even if they hurt you first. 
99. Sometimes I feel embarrassed when I receive praise, even though I have earned it. 
100. I often imagine myself beating or killing a person or an animal. 
101. I can usually convince others that my ideas are right. 
102. I find it hard to express my true feelings when I am fond of a member of the 
opposite sex. 
103. Even if I were very angry with someone, I would not make fun of him or her. 
104. I would hesitate to return food in a restaurant, even if it were burnt. 
105. Even if someone is unfair, I usually don't say anything to that person. 
106. There are times when I would like to pick fist fights. 
107. I usually agree readily with the opinions of others. 
108. If someone were annoying me during a movie, I would ask that person to stop. 
109. Sometimes I make fun of people who look very different from me. 
110. If my family is misinformed on a subject, I try to inform them of the facts. 
111. I would find it difficult to ask people for money or donations, even for a cause I 
believe in strongly. 
112. If I were unfairly criticized by a friend, I would quickly express my feelings. 
113. When someone gives me a present, I become embarrassed and uneasy. 
114. I keep quiet when people are unreasonable. 
115. I find it difficult to ask a friend for a favor. 
116. People often take advantage of me. 
117. Sometimes I say nasty things when people don't understand what I am trying to do. 
118. I will give in on an issue just to avoid trouble, even though I know am right. 
Fonn 1 -
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119. I seldom disagree with others. 
120^ I dislike reducing my girlfriend (wife) or boyfriend (husband) to tears. 
121. I have a hard time saying "no" to friends' requests. 
122. Sometimes when I am depressed, I get upset with my friends. 
123. Sometimes I lose an argument because I am afraid of hurting the other person's 
feelings. 
124. Generally/ I don't disagree with members of my family because I don't want to hurt 
their feelings. 
125. 1 rarely tease others. 
126. I find it hard to ask members of ray family to do favors for me. 
127. I do my best to prevent my friends from taking unfair advantage of me. 
128. When I am angry with members of my family, I let them know it. 
129. I usually stick up for my opinion in a family argument. 
130. I would not ask even a good friend to lend me money. 
131. If a friend of mine damaged some of my best records, I would ask him or her to 
replace them. 
132. I try to make sure that people do not take advantage of me. 
133. I would remind a friend who forgot to pay back money he or she had borrowed from me 
PART III 
134. Rules are seldom unfair. 
135. I do not call people names when I get upset with them. 
136. People see me as being somewhat shy. 
137. I prefer to go along with what a person says rather than have him or her get angry 
and leave me. 
138. Lots of people seem to feel they have a right to tell me what to do. 
139. When I am angry with a member of my family, I usually do not show It. 
140. I almost always get a job done on time. 
141. I get very irritated when people rush me. 
142. Rather than hurt another person to get what I want, I will do without. 
Form 1 - 16 
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143. I am an outgoing person. 
144. When I an depressed, I want my friends or family to spend lots of time cheering tne 
up. 
145. People just don't seem to be understanding when it is necessary for me to delay 
finishing something. 
146. I am afraid others will think I am insincere when I praise another person, 
although I really mean it. 
147. At times I spread gossip to get. back at people. 
148. I will try almost anything without worrying about whether I might fail. 
149. Part of being a good leader is being strong enough to physically force people to 
do things when necessary. 
150. I am usually happier when I am alone. 
151. I usually feel insecure unless I am near someone on whose support I can depend. 
152. I get all the sympathy I need. 
153. When I cannot find what I am looking for in a store, I will ask the salesperson 
for help. 
154. People often do not understand that I can't do what they expect when I am not feeling 
well. 
155. I almost always let the other person end a conversation. 
156. While I am angry I often say things to friends that I really do not mean. 
157. I am a member of several groups or organizations. 
158. I often wish that I were a child once again. 
159. People expect me to complete things by myself that I really cannot handle. 
160. I rarely give in to people who make unfair requests of me. 
161. It is foolish to waste your time trying to help people who are too stupid or weak 
to do things on their own. 
162. I am always cooperative with people even when they are pushy. 
163. I am very patient with others. 
164. I sometimes have to fight against showing I am shy. 
165. I like my friends to show me a great deal of affection. 
Form 1 -
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166. I am seldom stubborn. 
167. I have at times hurt someone's feelings without meaning to do so. 
168. Sometimes when people push me to hurry, I just take longer to show them I 
will not be rushed. 
169. There are times when I really wish my family would leave me alone. 
17C. The most effective form of punishment is physical punishment. 
171. I find it easy to talk to new people I meet. 
172. I an frequently afraid that I will lose the support of the people I need. 
173. I do not get enough praise from others about how well I have done. 
174. It is frequently difficult for me to let others know I am angry. 
175. I have a hot temper. 
176. Most people will not cheat to get ahead. 
177. I get a great deal of enjoyment from helping others. 
178. I take longer than most people to warm up to others. 
179. What others think about me is very important. 
180. Others seldom have to remind me to finish things I have started. 
181. It is foolish to go without something just because you would have to ask to get it. 
182. I seldom hold grudges. 
183. It seems the people I love most are the hardest to get along with. 
184. Violence is wrong only if you are the one to strike the first blow. 
185. I like to be in social situations in which I can meet new people and make new 
friends. 
186. It is very painful when family members disapprove of me. 
187. When asked to explain my actions I sometimes get so angry I just will not say 
anything. 
188. When my friends try to make me do something I do not want to do, I seldom refuse. 
189. When I am angry I rarely shout at people. 
190. When I get pushed too far, I let my anger show. 
191. I never break or throw things when I am angry. 
Form 1-18 
i I lEUL. I I FALSE 184 
192. I have only a few friends. 
193. I like having someone take care of me. 
194. I can't help but feel others are luckier than I. 
195. If someone asks me to do something I do not want to do, sometimes I say "yes" and 
then do not do it. 
196. I wish people would make more of an effort to treat me fairly. 
197. Taking orders from others does not bother me. 
198. People who will not take responsibility for themselves should be ignored rather than 
helped. 
199. It is easy for me to think of things to say when in a group of people. 
200. I strongly rely upon my friends and family. 
(Continue on next page) 
185 Form 1-19 
Please respond to the remaining questions on the BROWW answer sheet with the letter 'B* 
witten in the upper right hand corner. 
i S TRUE. 2 - FALSE 
1. I generally follow through with things I start. 
2. It Is easier for me to do without something than to borrow it. 
3. I would rather avoid a showdown with people I an close to than risk losing their love 
and support. 
4. People In authority usually know as much as they think they do. 
5. It is hard to control my anger when I become upset. 
6. I often feel uneasy when I have to socialize with a large group of people. 
7. I do most of my decision making with someone else. 
8. Other people expect too much of me. 
9. I get quiet when I am angry. 
10. Few people are too pushy. 
11. I try to tell my family how I really feel even though they may think that I- am 
criticizing then. 
12. I stick up for others who are treated unfairly. 
13. I enjoy going places or doing things to be able to meet new people. 
14. I do not like to be by myself for very long. 
15. More people ought to recognize ray contributions. 
16. It Is more important to speak my mind than to be popular. 
17. When I get really mad I sometimes frighten people with what I do. 
18. I try to spend as much time as possible with my family. 
19. I can usually out-yell others in a hot argument. 
20. I avoid attending parties or social gatherings. 
21. I often pass up doing something I want to do when others feel that it isn't worth 
doing. 
22. When pushed to do something I don't want to do, I sometimes do it in a way that makes 
the other person wish he or she had not asked me. 
23. I frequently ask people for advice. 
24. I hold grudges against certain people who have hurt me. 
186 Form 1 - 20 
1 i TRUE. 2 i false 
25. I would not feel helpless if niy girlfriend (wife) or boyfriend (husband) stopped 
caring about me. 
26. It is wrong to put your own needs ahead of the needs of others. 
27. I would be good at a Job that required me to meet people all day long. 
28. I have a hard time making up my mind about where to go or what movie to see when my 
friends have not yet said what they think we should do. 
29. I find It easy to forgive others when they have hurt me. 
30. I rarely worry that my friends will disapprove of something I have said or done. 
31. I have had one or more automobile accidents. 
32. Few people try to gain sympathy and help from others by exaggerating their 
misfortunes. 
33. I seldom lose control when I feel angry. 
34. Usually, I prefer spending my leisure time alone rather than with other people. 
35. I am often afraid that I will say something that will offend others. 
36. I often feel picked on. 
37. I have a hard time directly expressing my anger. 
38. If someone forces me to do something against my will, I will usually find a way to 
get back at that person later. 
39. People think I am stubborn. 
40. I sometimes use my physical strength to get people to do what I want. 
41. I often dread going Into a room by myself when others are already gathered and 
talking. 
42. If it weren't for people who are special to me, I would feel completely lost. 
43. At times when my boss or teacher demands I finish something quickly, I take my time 
to let them know they cannot push me around. 
44. I would rather just Ignore someone than argue with him or her. 
45. It takes a lot to get me angry. 
46. I am rarely disturbed when a loved one does not arrive when expected. 
47. Sometimes when I lose my temper I get physical with others. 
48. I find it very enjoyable to spend an evening at a social gathering with a lot of my 
friends. 
187 Form 1 - 21 
i - TRUE. 2, z false 
49. Sometimes I am described as being too dependent. 
50. People seem to expect me to work hard on things that are boring to me. 
51. My first reaction when I an in trouble Is to look for help from someone. 
52. People often seem to get angry at roe for no good reason. 
53. I never sulk. 
54. When I am angry, other people are sure to know it. 
55. I am more of a loner than most people. 
56. It Is important for me to have friends when I am faced with failure. 
57. I tend to be the one in a group who is picked on. 
58. When I am angry I get very quiet and will not say anything. 
59. People would be very surprised if I raised my voice in an argument. 
60. When I am mistreated I don't let It bother me. 
61. I participate in a lot of social activities. 
62. I try to follow customs and to avoid doing things that my friends or family may 
consider unconventional or unusual. 
63. Most people in authority try to treat the people under them fairly. 
64. It is not wise to disagree with a boss or teacher, even if they are wrong. 
65. It bothers me that I am In many ways still dependent on my family. 
66. I don't really have fun at large socials or parties, 
67. I am never happier than when others assure me that they like what I am doing. 
68. I dislike large social gatherings such as parties, weddings, or family reunions. 
69. There are very few things I would not do If ray best friend asked me. 
70. Sometimes I have to put forth a great deal of effort in order to be sociable. 
71. Hy family always wants to tell me what I should do. 
72. At parties or social gatherings I usually sit by myself or talk with just one or two 
other people rather than join in with the crowd. 
188 1 " 22 
Instructions: The following 75 statements describe a variety of social behaviors. For 
each of the statements, decide if the behavior is generally characteristic (true) or 
uncharacteristic (false) for you. No one is always one way or the other, but try to 
indicate your general tendencies. Indicate your response by blackening the appropriate 
circle on your answer sheet: 1 - TRUE and 2 ' FALSE. Answer rapidly and da not omit 
questions. 
Questions (l-TRUE, 2-FALSE) 
73. I seldom strike back, even if someone hits me first. 
74. I sometimes spread gossip aboout people I don't like. 
75. Unless somebody asks me in a nice way, I won't do what they want. 
75. I lose my temper easily but get over it quickly. 
77. I don't seem to get what's coming to me. 
78. I know that people tend to talk about me behind my back. 
79. When I disapprove of ray friends' behavior, I let them know it. 
80. The few times I have cheated, I have suffered unbearable feelings 
of remorse. 
81. Once in a while I cannot control my urge to harm others. 
82. I never get mad enough to throw things. 
83. Sometimes people bother.me Just by being around. 
84. When someone makes a rule I don't like I am tempted to break it. 
85. Other people always seem to get the breaks. 
86. I tend to be on my guard with people who are somewhat more 
friendly than I expected. 
87. I often find myself disagreeing with people. 
88. I sometimes have bad thoughts which make me feel ashamed of myself. 
89. I can think of no good reason for ever hitting anyone. 
90. When I am angry, I sometimes sulk. 
91. When someone is bossy, I do the opposite of what he asks. 
92. I am irritated a great deal more than people are aware of. 
93. I don't know any people that I downright hate. 
94. There are a number of people who seem to dislike me very much. 
189 Form 1-23 
1-TRUE. 2-FAI.SE 
95. I can't help getting into arguments when people disagree with me. 
96. People who shirk on the job must feel very guilty. 
97. If somebody hits me first, I let him have It. 
98. When I am mad, I sometimes slam doors. 
99. I an always patient with others. 
100. Occasionally when I am mad at someone, I will give him the 
"silent treatment." 
101. When I look back on what's happened to me, I can't help feeling 
mildly resentful. 
102. There are a number of people who seem to be jealous of me. 
103. I demand that people respect my rights. 
104. It depresses me that I did not do more for my parents. 
105. Whoever Insults me or my family is asking for a fight. 
106. I never play practical jokes. 
107. It makes my blood boil to have somebody make fun of me. 
108. When people are bossy, I take my time just to show them. 
109. Almost every week I see someone I dislike. 
110. I sometimes have the feeling that others are laughing at me. 
111. Even when my anger is aroused, I don't use "strong language." 
112. I am concerned about being forgiven for my sins. 
113. People who continually pester you are asking for a punch in 
the nose. 
114. I sometimes pout when I don't get my own way. 
115. If somebody annoys me, I am apt to tell him what I think of him. 
116. I often feel like a powder keg ready to explode. 
117. Although I don't show it, I am sometimes eaten up with jealousy. 
118. My motto is "Never trust strangers." 
119. When people yell at me, I yell back. 
190 Form 1-24 
1-TRUE. 2-FALSE 
120. I do many things that make me feel remorseful afterward. 
121. When I really lose my temper, I an capable of slapping someone. 
122. Since the age of ten, I have never had a temper tantrum. 
123. When I get mad, I say nasty things. 
124. I sometimes carry a chip on my shoulder. 
125. If I let people see the way I feel, I'd be considered a hard 
person to get along with. 
126. I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may have for 
doing something nice for me. 
127. I could not put someone 1n his place, even if he needed it. 
128. Failure gives me a feeling of remorse. 
129. I get into fights about as often as the next person. 
130. I can remember being so angry that I picked up the nearest thing 
and broke it. 
131. I often make threats I don't really mean to carry out. 
132. I can't help being a little rude to people I don't like. 
133. At times I feel I get a. raw deal out of life. 
134. I used to think that most people told the truth but now I know 
otherwise. 
135. I generally cover up my poor opinion of others. 
136. When I do wrong, my conscience punishes me severely. 
137. If I have to resort to physical violence to defend my rights, 
I win. 
138. If someone doesn't treat me right, I don't let it annoy me. 
139. I have no enemies who really wish to harm me. 
140. When arguing, I tend to raise my voice. 
141. I often feel that I have not lived the right kind of life. 
142. I have known people who pushed me so far that we came to blows. 
143. I don't let a lot of unimportant things irritate me. 
191 
1-TRUE. ZSE&LSS. 
144. I seldom feel that people are trying to anger or insult me. 
145. Lately, I have been kind of grouchy. 
146. I would rather concede a point than get into an argument about 
147. I sometimes show my anger by banging on the table. 
192 
Please respond to the remaining questions using this scale; 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = neither agree nor disagree 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 
148. When I see the way most men treat women, it makes me so angry. 
149. I don't see much point in questioning the general expectation 
that men should be masculine and women should be feminine. 
150. Some of the men I know are more feminist than some of the 
women I know. 
151. Particularly now, I feel most comfortable with women who share 
my feminist point of view. 
152. I have a lifelong commitment to working for social, economic, 
and political equality for women. 
153. It only recently occured to me that I think it's unfair that 
men have the privledges they have in this society simply 
because they're men. 
154. My social life is mainly with women these days, but there are 
a few men I wouldn't mind having a nonsexual friendship with. 
155. I don't think there is any need for an Equal Rights Amendment: 
women are doing well. 
156. I am willing to make certain sacrifices to affect change in 
this society in order to create a nonsexist, peaceful place 
where all people can have equal opportunities. 
157. I think that rape is sometimes the woman's fault. 
158. It makes me really upset to think about how women have been 
treated so unfairly in this society for so long. 
159. I evaluate men as individuals, not as members of a group 
of oppressors. 
160. I care very deeply about men and women having equal 
opportunities in all respects. 
169. Especially now, I feel that the other women around me give me 
strength. 
170. I've never really worried or thought about what it means to 
be a woman in this society. 
171. I just feel like I need to be around women who share my point 
of view right now. 
172. I feel that some men are sensitive to women's issues. 
173. I want to work to improve women's status. 
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Please respond to the remaining questions using this scalei 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = neither agree nor disagree 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 
174. I used to think that there isn't a lot of sex discrimination, 
but now I know how much there really is. 
175. I do not want to have equal status with men. 
176. I think it's lucky that women aren't expected to do some of 
the more dangerous jobs that men are expected to do, like 
construction work or race car driving. 
177. I am angry that I've let men take advantage of me. 
178. Although many men are sexist,' I have found that some men are 
supportive of women and feminism. 
179. I think that most women will feel fulfilled by being a wife 
and mother. 
180. When you think about most of the problems in the world—the 
threat of nuclear war, pollution, discrimination—it seems 
to me that most of them are caused by men. 
181. Being part of a women's community is important to me. 
182. On some level, my motivation for almost every activity I 
engage in is my desire for an egalitarian world. 
183. One thing I especially like about being a woman is that men 
will offer me their seat on a crowded bus or open doors for me 
because I am a woman. 
184. I am very committed to a cause that I believe contributes to 
a more fair and just world for all people. 
185. If I were to paint a picture or write a poem, it would 
probably be about women or women's issues. 
186. If I were married to a man and my husband was offered a job 
in another state, it would be my obligation to move in 
support of his career. 
187. While I am concerned that women be treated fairly in life, 
I do not see men as the enemy. 
148. When I see the way most men treat women, it makes me so angry. 
188. Generally, I think that men are more interesting than 
women. 
189. Recently, I read something or had an experience that 
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Please respond to the remaining questions using this scale; 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = neither agree nor disagree 
4 = agree 
5 = strongly agree 
It is very satisfying to me to be able to use my skills in 
my work in the women's movement. 
I think that men- and women had it better in the 1950's 
when married women were housewives and their husbands 
supported them. 
I share most of my social time with a few close women 
friends who share my feminist values. 
I am not sure what is meant by the phrase "women are 
oppressed under patriarchy." 
194. I feel .that I am a very powerful and effective spokesperson 
for the women's issues I am concerned with right now. 
190. 
191. 
192. 
193. 
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APPENDIX D: DEBRIEFING PROCEDURES 
196 
Experiment Debriefing Sheet 
Thank you again for your participation in this research. 
This sheet will provide you with additional information 
concerning the research questions being investigated. 
This research is designed to explore participants' expression 
and experience of their feelings, particularly anger. More 
specifically, this research is testing Lerner's (1985) model of 
anger expression, which hypothesizes that 1) women have a more 
difficult time effectively expressing their anger than men, 
largely because of cultural expectations, and 2) non-effective 
anger expressors can be divided into two broad categories: 
"suppressors" and "ventors." 
To test this hypothesis, I  am looking at women's and men's 
anger expression modes ("suppressor" vs. "ventor"), hostility 
indicators (i.e., resentment, irritabi1ity, etc.), sex role 
classifications (feminine, masculine, or androgynous), depressive 
symptoms (i.e., sleep disturbances, changes in eating patterns), 
and general interpersonal behavior (i.e., levels of aggression, 
assertiveness, and how you interact in relationships). Also, I  
am looking at women's level of feminist identity, to see if this 
has any impact on anger expression and experience. 
If you are interested in receiving feedback on your 
individual scores, or would like to know more about this research 
project, please sign up for a feedback session with me at the end 
of the semester. Sign-up sheets can be found on my office door 
(W235 Lagomarcino) beginning in early May. 
The feedback sessions can provide you with a summary and a 
general interpretation of your scores. If you choose to explore 
these personal issues in more depth, or if you are feeling some 
urgency regarding some of your answers, the following 
resources/agencies may be of help: 
Open Line 
ISU Student Counseling Services 
Central Iowa Mental Health Center 
233-5000 
294-5056 
3rd Floor, 
Student Services 
232-5811 
713 S. Duff 
(Reference: Lerner, H. G. (1985). The dance of anger. New York: 
Harper & Row.) 
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Feedback Sheet 
If you desire feedback regarding your personal scores on the 
questionnaires you have completed, record the randomly generated 
number on your answer sheet here: 
Answer sheet number: 
Take this sheet with you so you will not forget your number. 
Your answer sheet number is the only means of identifying which 
questionnaires are yours. The experimenters will have no record 
of which answer sheet is yours. 
Sign-up sheets for feedback sessions will be posted on the 
door of W 235 Lagomarcino the last few weeks of the semester. On 
the feedback sign-up sheet you will be asked to indicate your 
answer sheet number. 
The decision to receive feedback is entirely your own. You 
are under no obligation to do so. You will not receive extra 
research credit for attending a feedback session. 
198 
APPENDIX E: HUMAN SUBJECTS PROPOSAL 
199 
Information for Review of Research involving Human Subjects 
Iowa Stata Univefsiiy 
(Please type and use the attached instructions for completing this form) 
1. T;tl,.nfPmjii«t Affect- Fhmprience and Bxnrpss-inn 
2. I agree to provide tlie proper smveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will repot any adverse reactions to the cominittee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved win be submiwed to theconunipeeforreview. lagreetorequestrenewalofapprovalforanyprojeci 
continuing more than one year. 
Typed Nane of Fniicipillmtnicaor Due SigiiaiineofPnneipiilavesu|tior 
Psvcholoav W 
Depmnent Cjifipni Addieu Cnnpai Telephone 
3. ^ignituresofotiwinves^gatocs ^ Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
-T Mrijnr PmfpnqT 
Pp>gpaT-nh agg-jghaTH-
4. Mncipal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) 
• Faculty • Staff S] Graduate Student • Undergraduate Student 
5. ^ject (check all that apply) 
• Research |S Thesis or dissertation • Class project • Indq)endent Soidy (490.590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
# Adnlis- nnn-smdents # ISU Student # minors under 14 other (explain) 
#minor5l4-17 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instnictions, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
Please see attached sheet. 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Infcnned Consent: ^ Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your fonn.) 
• Modifled infonned consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.) 
Q Not applicable lo this project 
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9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods to be used to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (See 
instnctions, item 9.) 
Confidentiality will be maintained through two nethods: 1) Although participants' 
signatures will be on the informed consent sheets, these sheets will be collected 
separately fron the answer sheets at the time of testing. Therefore, participants' 
names- and answers will be kept separate. 2) Only participants themselves will have 
access to their cwn answer sheet numbers, linking their answers with their names. 
In addition, ccnpleted answar sheets will be kept in a file cabinet in the principal 
investigator's locked office. 
10. What risks or discomfort will be pan of the study? Will aibjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfon? 
Describe any risks to the scbjects and precautions that win be taken to minimize thra. (Hie ccncq>t of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-ieq)ect as weU as psychological or emotional risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
No risks nor discanforts are anticipated. A debriefing sheet will be distributed to 
participants as they leave (see attached). Participants v4io are concerned by their 
answers are offered an opportunity to receive feedback concerning their individual 
results. If appropriate, referrals to Student Counseling Services will be made. 
II. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
• A. Medical cleaance necessary b^ore subjects can paiticipaie 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
• C Administration ofsubstances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
• D. Physical exetdse or conditioning for subjects 
• E Decqnion of subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or Q Subjects 14 • 17 years of age 
• G. Subjects in instimtions (nnrsnig homes, prisons, etc.) 
• R Research must be {qnnoived by another.institution or agency (Attach letters (tf qjproval) 
If yon checked any of the items in 11, please complete the following in the space bdow (include any attachnkcnts): 
Items A>D Describe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
Item E Describe how subjects win be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and infbimation to be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14. jH'ri"* how infonned consent from parents or legally authorized repre­
sentatives as well as £rom subjects win be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must ^ ^ve the projecL If subjects in any outside agency or 
institution are involved, ^jproval must be obtained prior to beginning the research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
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Last Name of Principal Investigator .'^fof-k-Ward 
Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The foilowiog are attached (please check): 
12.SLetttr or wriaen statement to subjects indicating clearly: (see consent imd; ^ sting forms) 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an esnmate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, loc^on of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when aiul how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonparticipation will not afiect evaluations of the subjea 
13. Q Consent form (if applicable) 
14. • Let^  of approval for research firom .cooperating organizations or insdmtions (iif applicable) 
15. Q Data-gatheiing instruments 
16. Andcipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact /uJili Last Contact 
uiatl frojpct ctfiprayiea 
3-7X - q ^ bu iSifbicds EojifuJ 
Month / Day/Yeff daHM.) Month / D«y / Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed &om completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
Month / Day / Year 
IS. Signature of Departmental Executive Ofilcer Date Department or Administradve Unit 
th h 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project Approved Project Not Approved _ No Action Required 
Pat r ic ia  M.  Ke i th  
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
GC:l/90 
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3 
Additional Information for "Affect Expression and Experience" 
Susan R. Stock-Ward 
7.  Description of project 
This research wil l  explore participants'  expression and 
experience of affect,  particularly anger.  More specif ical ly,  I  
plan to test Lerner's (1985) model of anger expression, which 
hypothesizes that 1) women have a more diff icult  t ime effectively 
expressing their anger than men, largely because of cultural  
expectations; and 2) non-effective anger expressors can be 
divided into two broad categories: "suppressors" and "ventors." 
To this end, I  wil l  be looking at women's and men's anger 
expression modes, hosti l i ty indicators, sex role classif ications, 
level of depression, and interpersonal behavior,  as well  as 
women's level of feminist identity.  
This project wil l  uti l ize the Psychology Department 
Undergraduate Research Participant Pool.  Therefore, the 
approximately 300 participants wil l  be undergraduate women and 
men. Participants wil l  sign up for the research on the 
Department sign-up board, and wil l  be tested in groups of 30-40 
individuals.  The posting form (see attached) wil l  inform 
participants of the general purpose of the research, the t ime 
committment required, and the t ime and location of the research 
sessions. Participation is completely voluntary and participants 
may withdraw at any t ime without loss of research credit .  
The principal investigator or her research assistant wil l  be 
in charge of each testing session. A written informed consent 
wil l  be used, and participants wil l  be able to request feedback 
concerning their individual scores (see attached research 
packet) .  The research packet contains six inventories as well  as 
a demographic questionnare (see attached).  Completing the 
research packet wil l  take one and one-half  to two hours, and 
participants wil l  receive one research credit  for each hour (or 
fraction of an hour) of participation. 
(Reference: Lerner,  H. G. (1985).  The dance of anger.  New York: 
Harper & Row. 
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4 
Additional Departmental Information for "Affect Expression and 
Experience": Susan R. Stock-Ward 
1. Subject population 
This research wil l  uti l ize the Psychology Department 
Undergraduate Research Participant Pool.  A copy of the posting 
form is attached. 
2. Number of participants: 250-300. 
How contacted: Research Participant Pool sign-up board. 
Inducements: Two research credits.  
3. Debriefing 
Participants wil l  be debriefed through the use of a 
debriefing sheet,  handed to them upon completion of the research 
packet \ (see attached).  In addit ion, participants who desire 
feedback on their individual results wil l  have the opportunity to 
meet with the principal investigator regarding their scores. 
4. Procedure 
Participants wil l  invest approximately one and one-half  to 
two hours of their t ime i f  they choose to participate in this 
research. Init ial  contact wil l  be made through the sign-up 
board. Participants will then be tested in a group format, 30-40 
individuals at a t ime, by either the principal investigator or 
her research assistant.  
At the beginning of the testing session, participants wil l  be 
handed two research credit  sheets,  an informed consent sheet,  a 
packet containing the research instruments, a feedback request 
sheet,  and a "scantron" answer sheet.  Participants wil l  be 
welcomed and thanked for their assistance, and invited to 
complete their credit  sheet.  Next,  the experimenter wil l  
verbally go over the informed consent and feedback sheets. Upon 
signing the informed consent,  participants wil l  hand them in to 
the experimenter.  The experimenter wil l  then briefly instruct 
participants on how to f i l l  in their answer sheet (e.g. ,  use a #2 
pencil ,  the number of the question in the packet corresponds to 
the number on the answer sheet,  etc.) .  The participants wil l  
then be invited to begin. 
When participants have completed the packet and handed i t  and 
their answer sheets in,  they wil l  be given a debriefing sheet 
(see attached).  Participants who choose to f ind out.more about 
the research and/or their individual results may also have an 
addit ional half-hour meeting with the principal investigator.  
5. Ethics statement 
This research is within the guidelines established by the 
"Department of Psychology Ethical Principles and Policies 
Relevant to Research with Human Participants." I  understand that 
i t  is my responsibil i ty to ensure that al l  current and future 
researchers associated with this project are informed of the 
contents of this proposal and of the aforementioned guidelines. 
P0STIN6 FORM 
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This experiment 
EXPERIMENT LOCATION 
PSYCHOLOGY EXPERIMENT NO. ^3 
is approved 
only if an 
original seal 
appears in 
this corner. 
EXPERIMENT TIME 
(Day, Date, Time) 
CAUTION: YOU MUST HAVE THE ABOVE INFORMATION TO PARTICIPATE IN AN EXPERIMENT. 
YOUR VOLUNTEERING HERE IS AN AGREEMENT TO APPEAR. FAILURE TO APPEAR AS AGREED 
HAY RESULT IN A REDUCTION OF YOUR EXTRA CREDIT POINTS BY THE SAME AMOUNT YOU 
WOULD HAVE EARNED. IF YOU MUST CANCEL, PICK UP AN EXPERIMENT CANCELLATION SLIP 
IN W112 BEFORE 9:00 A.M. ON THE DAY YOU WERE SIGNED UP FOR SO YOU WILL NOT BE 
PENALIZED. 
TITLE Affect Expressinn and Experienre 
EXPERIMENTER'S NAME stnck-Ward 
PHONE 294-96fiB ADDRESS _ T.aqnnwrrino 
BRIEF DESCRIPTION: 
This research is looking at people's expression and experience of their 
feelings. You will be asked to ccnplete a packet of surveys, vdiich 
should take approximately one and one-half hours to caiplete. You will 
receive two research credits for your participation. Your name will 
not be associated with the research data in ary way. 
EXPERIMENTER; Attach here automatic carbon sign-up sheets to fit your particular 
situation. Please leave the pink copy up until the experiment is finished. 
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Consent Form 
The purpose of this statement is to give you information to 
help you decide whether you wish to participate in a doctoral 
dissertation project investigating people's experience and 
expression of their feelings. You are asked to complete a 
questionnaire packet which should take one and one-half  to two 
hours to complete.  You are offered one research credit  for each 
hour you participate.  
There are no known r isks to you and al l  of your answers wil l  
be treated with strict regard for your confidential i ty.  Your 
name wil l  not be associated with the research data.  You do, 
however,  have an opportunity to receive feedback on your 
individual answers, based on your answer sheet number (see 
Feedback Sheet).  Participation in this research is completely 
voluntary and you may withdraw at any t ime without loss of 
research credit  for the t ime you have spent.  
I f  you have any questions now or at  a later t ime, please 
raise your hand. Due to the length of participation, feel free 
to take necessary restroom breaks. However,  please do not 
discuss the study or questionnaire with other participants. 
Thank you for your t ime and assistance. 
I  HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD THE ABOVE INFORMATION, AND VOLUNTARILY 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE UNDER THE CONDITIONS DESCRIBED. 
Signature of Participant Today's Date 
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Feedback Sheet 
I f  you desire feedback regarding your personal scores on the 
questionnaires you have completed, record the randomly generated 
number on your answer sheet here: 
Answer sheet number: 
Take this sheet with you so you wil l  not forget your number. 
Your answer sheet number is the only means of identifying which 
questionnaires are yours. The experimenters wil l  have no record 
of which answer sheet is yours. 
Sign-up sheets for feedback sessions wil l  be posted on the 
door of W 235 Lagomarcino the last few weeks of the semester.  On 
the feedback sign-up sheet you wil l  be asked to indicate your 
answer sheet number. 
The decision to receive feedback is entirely your own. You 
are under no obligation to do so. You wil l  not receive extra 
research credit  for attending a feedback session. 
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Experiment #XX Debriefing Sheet 
8 
Thank you again for your participation in this research. 
This sheet wil l  provide you with addit ional information 
concerning the research questions being investigated. 
This research is designed to explore participants'  expression 
and experience of their feelings, particularly anger.  More 
specif ical ly,  this research is testing Lerner's (1985) model of 
anger expression, which hypothesizes that 1) women have a more 
diff icult  t ime effectively expressing their anger than men, 
largely because of cultural  expectations, and 2) non-effective 
anger expressors can be divided into two broad categories: 
"suppressors" and "ventors." 
To test this hypothesis,  I  am looking at women's and men's 
anger expression modes ("suppressor" vs. "ventor"),  hosti l i ty 
indicators ( i .e. ,  resentment,  i rr i tabil i ty,  etc.) ,  sex role 
classif ications (feminine, masculine, or androgynous),  depressive 
symptoms ( i .e. ,  sleep disturbances, changes in eating patterns),  
and general interpersonal behavior ( i .e. ,  levels of aggression, 
assertiveness, and how you interact in relationships).  Also, I  
am looking at women's level of feminist identity,  to see i f  this 
has any impact on anger expression and experience. 
I f  you are interested in receiving feedback on your 
individual scores, or would l ike to know more about this research 
project,  please sign up for a feedback session with me at  the end 
of the semester.  Sign-up sheets can be found on my off ice door 
(W235 Lagomarcino) beginning in early May. 
The feedback sessions can provide you with a summary and a 
general interpretation of your scores. I f  you choose to explore 
these personal issues in more depth, or i f  you are feeling some 
urgency regarding some of your answers, the fol lowing 
resources/agencies may be of help: 
Open Line 233-5000 
ISU Student Counseling Services 294-5056 
3rd Floor,  
Student Services 
Central  Iowa Mental Health Center 232-5811 
713 S. Duff 
(Reference: Lerner,  H. G. (1985).  The dance of anger.  New York: 
H a r p e r  &  R o w . )  
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Table 32. Pearson correlation coefficients for women and men. 
Trait Anger-
Femlninitv Masculinity anger in 
WM WM WM WM 
SC 
D 
PA 
CA 
G 
.11 .25*** 
210 168 
.14*** .00 
208 165 
-.17** -.08 
209 164 
.12 .44 
209 167 
.26 -.04 
211 166 
-.24*** -.07 
212 169 
.34*** .18* 
211 168 
-.33*** -.20'"' 
208 165 
-.04 
209 
-.08 
209 
.13* 
212 
-.11 
165 
.07 
167 
.02 
166 
-.15* -.08 
212 169 
-.28*** -.17* 
213 169 
29*** 23*** 
210 166 
.56*** .39*** 
211 165 
.14* 
211 
-.27**' 
213 
.06 
168 
167 
.36* 44** 
213 170 
35*** 
212 168 
29*** 24*** 
209 165 
.52*** .36*** 
210 164 
.23* 
210 
-.03 
167 
-.29*** -.25*** -.31' 
212 166 
.41' .35* 
212 169 
210 
Table 32. Continued. 
Aggress- Assert-
Anaer-out iveness iveness Hostility 
W I V I  W M  W M  W M  
SC -.05 -.01 25*** -.30*** 20*** 24*** -.17* -.16* 
214 168 213 166 211 169 214 169 
D .11 .13 .09 .26*** 25*** -.18* .10 .19** 
211 165 210 163 208 167 211 166 
PA .37*** .30*** ^0*** .35*** -.17** -.08 4G*** 32**1 
212 164 211 162 209 165 212 165 
CA .12 .06 .09 -.04 -.11 .00 .05 .04 
212 167 211 165 209 168 212 168 
G 
-.14* -.19** -.13* -.16* .03 .00 -.20*** -.12 
214 167 213 166 211 167 214 167 
R 29*** .23*** .35*** 43*** -.13 -.15* 39*** 40*** 
212 169 213 167 211 170 214 170 
Note: The two figures reported are the Pearson correlation coefficient and the n. 
SC = self-confidence, D = dependency, PA = passive aggressiveness, CA = 
conflict avoidance, G = guilt, and R = resentment. 
* = >-05, ** = fi > .01, and *** = >.001. 
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Table 33. Correlation coefficients for the MANOVA independent variables. 
Sex 
Femin­
inity 
Mascu­
linity 
Trait 
Anger 
Androgyny Anger-
in 
Sex 
Femininity .36*** 
380 
Masculinity .07 
381 
20*** 
376 
Androgyny -.19*** 
376 
.79*** 
376 
78*** 
376 
Trait anger .13** 
386 
•j y*** 
380 
.01 
381 
-.10* 
376 
Anger-in .11* 
382 
-.10* 
376 
•j y*** 
380 
-.18*** .38*** 
372 382 
Anger-out .21*** 
384 
22*** 
378 379 
.01 .46*** .17*** 
374 384 380 
Note: The two figures reported are the Pearson correlation coefficient and the n. 
The correlations with sex are point-biserial correlations, with females coded as 1 
and males coded as 2. Androgyny is the product of femininity and masculinity. 
* = E >-05, ** = 0 > -01. and *** = £> .001. 
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Table 34. Correlation coefficients for the mental health, anger, sex, and sex role 
variables. 
Trait Anger- Conflict 
Anger out avoidance 
Anger- Depress- Self-
in ion confidence 
Trait 
anger 
Anger-
in 380 
Anger-
out 
.58*** .25*** 
382 380 
Depression .48*** .44*** 
351 349 
2g*** 
352 
Conflict 
Avoidance 
.09* .12* 
379 377 
.09* 
379 
.04 
348 
Self-
Confidence 
-.25*** -.39*** -.06 
382 380 382 
- 40*** 
351 
.10* 
379 
Dependency .25* 
376 
.26* 
374 
. i r  
376 
.20* 
345 
.34* 
376 
-.34* 
376 
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Table 34. Continued. 
Trait Anger- Conflict Dependency 
Anger out avoidance 
Anger- Depress- Self-
in ion confidence 
Passive-ag- .49*** .47*** .37*** .39*** .05 -.41*** .40 
gressiveness 376 374 376 345 376 376 376 
*** 
Guilt -.29*** -.29*** -.18*** -.27*** .05 .32*** -.46*** 
380 378 381 349 377 380 374 
Resentment .42*** .40*** .29*** .46*** .01 -.37*** .40*** 
383 381 383 352 380 383 377 
Sex .15*** .12** .19*** .06 -.04 -.17*** -.04 
384 382 384 353 381 384 378 
Femininity -.21*** -.14** -.19* -.24*** .01 .22*** .09 
378 376 378 348 376 378 373 
Masculinity .04 -.19*** .24*** -.19*** -.02 .26*** -.28*** 
379 377 379 348 376 379 373 
Androgyny -.12** -.21*** .03 -.25*** -.02 .32*** -.13** 
374 372 374 344 372 374 369 
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Table 34. Continued. 
Passive Resentment Femininity 
Aggressiveness 
Guilt Sex Masculinity 
Passive-ag­
gressiveness 
Guilt 42*** 
378 
Resentment .65*** 
377 
-.45*** 
382 
Sex .25*** 
378 
-.13** 
382 
20*** 
385 
Femininity "21 *** 
373 
.04 
377 
22*** 
380 
-.36*** 
380 
Masculinity -.05 
374 
.08 
378 
-.11* 
381 
.07 
381 
20*** 
376 
Androgyny -.16*** 
370 
.07 
373 
-.21*** 
376 
-.19*** 
376 
.79*** 
376 
Note: The two figures reported are the Pearson correlation coefficient and the n. 
The correlations with sex are point-biserial correlations, with females coded as 1 
and males coded as 2. Androgyny is the product of femininity and masculinity. 
* = B >.05, ** = fi > .01, and *** = b >.001. 
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Table 35. Significant differences in the means for the clustering variables. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Femininity 
1 96 4.96 1.02 B 
2 86 5.82 0.81 A 
3 93 5.28 0.89 B 
4 61 5.14 0.85 B 
5 43 5.80 0.86 A 
Masculinity 
1 98 5.03 0.85 A 
2 84 4.82 0.70 AB 
3 94 5.06 0.77 A 
4 60 4.48 0.81 B 
5 44 4.74 0.82 AB 
State Anger 
1 98 19.95 6.32 B 
2 86 17.67 4.41 B 
3 92 24.72 11.55 A 
4 61 21.46 8.41 AB 
5 44 20.52 9.92 B 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Depression 
1 95 7.68 7.19 B 
2 79 4.68 3.83 C 
3 84 11.87 8.20 A 
4 56 11.66 8.28 A 
5 37 10.81 7.77 AB 
Denial 
1 98 2.30 1.56 B 
2 86 3.15 1.56 A 
3 94 1.39 1.48 C 
4 61 2.03 1.59 BC 
5 44 2.57 1.45 AB 
Infrequency 
1 96 3.83 1.64 A 
2 85 2.53 1.01 B 
3 93 3.59 1.56 A 
4 59 3.37 1.35 AB 
5 44 2.75 1.28 A 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Impression Management 
1 96 12.52 3.53 B 
2 84 13.82 3.15 A 
3 92 10.52 3.24 C 
4 60 10.78 3.22 C 
5 44 12.16 2.74 B 
Assertiveness 
1 98 7.61 2.00 A 
2 86 7.09 2.06 AB 
3 92 7.20 2.18 AB 
4 61 6.49 2.11 B 
5 43 6.53 2.12 B 
Self-confidence 
1 97 11.43 2.07 A 
2 86 12.24 2.44 A 
3 94 11.02 2.56 AB 
4 61 9.74 2.63 B 
5 44 10.09 2.89 B 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Cods 
Initiating Assertiveness 
1 99 7.00 2.48 A 
2 86 6.97 2.70 A 
3 93 6.59 2.56 AB 
4 61 5.61 2.93 B 
5 44 6.18 2.34 AB 
Defending Assertiveness 
1 98 12.18 3.03 A 
2 84 12.63 2.96 A 
3 92 11.70 3.00 A 
4 61 9.72 4.09 B 
5 44 9.95 3.70 B 
Frankness 
1 98 6.26 2.15 A 
2 86 6.47 2.11 A 
3 94 6.40 1.78 A 
4 61 4.46 2.14 B 
5 44 4.75 2.02 B 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Praise 
1 99 0.20 0.40 A 
2 86 0.16 0.37 A 
3 94 0.26 0.44 A 
4 61 0.26 0.44 A 
5 44 0.23 0.42 A 
Requesting Help 
1 98 5.07 1.73 A 
2 86 5.66 1.64 A 
3 94 5.15 1.72 A 
4 61 4.20 2.06 B 
5 44 4.66 1.87 B 
Refusing Demands 
1 95 3.33 1.33 A 
2 77 3.64 1.25 A 
3 94 3.15 1.18 A 
4 60 2.53 1.46 B 
5 44 2.39 1.48 B 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Conflict Avoidance 
1 97 8.74 1.94 A 
2 85 8.94 2.01 A 
3 93 9.12 2.00 A 
4 60 9.18 2.14 A 
5 44 9.51 2.09 A 
Dependency 
1 96 10.24 4.17 B 
2 85 10.28 4.16 B 
3 92 13.38 3.67 B 
4 59 13.73 3.99 A 
5 44 14.84 4.96 A 
Shyness 
1 97 7.35 4.56 B 
2 85 5.13 4.90 C 
3 93 7.63 4.39 B 
4 60 10.05 4.76 A 
5 44 7.70 5.15 AB 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Negativism 
1 99 3.74 1.26 AB 
2 86 4.21 1.16 A 
3 94 3.10 1.21 B 
4 61 3.21 1.16 B 
5 44 3.70 1.44 AB 
Guilt 
1 98 4.89 2.21 A 
2 86 5.42 1.79 A 
3 94 3.61 2.00 B 
4 59 3.37 1.53 B 
5 44 3.57 1.69 B 
Total Hostility 
1 95 36.62 7.50 B 
2 85 29.34 6.32 C 
3 92 43.04 6.85 A 
4 59 38.61 6.58 B 
5 44 34.36 5.87 BC 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Passive Acceptance 
1 29 2.53 0.49 A 
2 59 2.48 0.52 A 
3 45 2.61 0.56 A 
4 22 2.81 0.53 A 
5 36 2.60 0.70 A 
Revelation 
1 31 2.83 0.56 B 
2 61 3.02 0.56 AB 
3 46 3.21 0.76 AB 
4 22 3.06 0.73 AB 
5 35 3.39 0.67 A 
Embeddedness-Emanation 
1 31 2.70 0.54 A 
2 61 2.70 0.55 A 
3 46 2.80 0.60 A 
4 22 2.60 0.61 A 
5 36 2.95 0.65 A 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Standard 
Cluster N Mean deviation Code 
Synthesis 
1 31 3.43 0.84 B 
2 59 3.81 0.48 AB 
3 46 3.92 0.50 A 
4 22 3.42 0.81 B 
5 36 3.77 0.71 AB 
Active Commitment 
1 31 3.06 0.66 A 
2 62 3.21 0.55 A 
3 45 3.34 0.58 A 
4 21 2.80 0.60 A 
5 36 3.28 0.59 A 
Note: Means with the same code are not significantly different at e < .01. 
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Table 36. Standardized (z) scores by cluster. 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
Factor 1 .967 -.838 1 00
 
.581 -1.069 
Factor 2 -.648 -.760 .364 .833 1.010 
Factor 3 -.150 -.247 1.225 -.871 -.588 
Femininity -.417 .477 -.087 -.230 .454 
Masculinity .189 -.062 .231 -.481 -.160 
State Anger -.106 -.369 .445 .069 -.040 
Depression -.171 -.565 .379 .351 .240 
Denial .022 .542 -.526 -.138 .187 
Infrequency .368 -.506 .205 .059 -.359 
Impression Mgmt. .149 .524 -.428 -.352 .044 
Assertiveness .250 .006 .054 -.278 -.258 
Self-confidence .134 .445 -.024 -.516 -.381 
Initiating Assert. .164 .151 .010 -.363 -.145 
Defending Assert. .199 .329 .057 -.516 -.449 
Frankness .173 .270 .242 -.652 -.518 
Praise -.038 -.133 .091 .108 .023 
Requesting Help .022 .345 .064 -.456 -.203 
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Table 35. Continued. 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
Refusing Demands .154 .380 .026 -.418 -.524 
Conflict Avoidance -.105 -.007 .080 .113 -.079 
Dependency -.417 -.407 .284 .362 .610 
Shyness -.010 -.462 .048 .540 .062 
Negativism .104 .467 -.392 -.301 .079 
Guilt .283 .539 -.335 -.448 -.353 
Total Hostility .003 -.876 .779 .243 -.269 
Passive Acceptance -.092 -.177 .041 .391 .035 
Revelation -.414 -.130 .163 -.071 .424 
Embeddedness-
Emanation 
-.097 -.105 .063 -.272 .330 
Synthesis -.444 .126 .301 -.465 .065 
Active Committment -.213 .038 .255 -.642 .165 
